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Research indicates that music teachers generally did not nurture 
student self-efficacy beliefs for musical performance, suggesting three 
possible reasons. It might be that teachers lack knowledge about self-
efficacy, do not have a valid or reliable method to evaluate or measure 
student self-efficacy, or possess insufficient strategies for developing self-
efficacy beliefs (Zelenak, 2011a). In light of these findings, Zelenak 
(2011a) developed the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) 
(see Zelenak, 2011b) to provide teachers a way to measure the strengths 
and/or weaknesses of the four sources of self-efficacy information as 
reported by their students in relation to music performance.  
The theoretical framework for this study draws from Bandura’s 
(1986) construct of self-efficacy, a derivative of social cognitive theory, 
which is based upon the interactive relationship among behavior, 
cognitive factors, and environmental influences, with forethought as a 
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crucial factor. The purposes of this study were to discover to what extent 
the teaching experiences, education, and self-efficacy beliefs of teachers 
influenced student self-efficacy beliefs, and to discover to what extent 
student self-efficacy beliefs changed between pretest and posttest with 
teacher intervention of using self-efficacy enhancing teaching methods in 
the classroom. 
Participants were currently enrolled music students in middle or 
high school (N = 242) and their respective music teachers (N = 5) in one 
school district in West Virginia. Results were compared according to the 
students’ grade level as well as to the teachers’ teaching experiences, 
educational backgrounds, teachers’ reported self-efficacy beliefs, and 
teacher intervention. Due to small teacher sample, the current findings 
cannot be generalized  
Analysis of raw score data provided some insight into whether the 
independent variables affected the students’ pretest and posttest MPSES 
scores. All student participants’ scores improved from the pretest to the 
posttest, with the greatest changes being found in the teachers’ years of 
experience, educational background, and teacher self-efficacy categories; 
however, the statistical analysis of the data was found not to be 
significant. Future studies, especially those including qualitative data 
from teachers’ classroom experiences, would provide a wealth of 
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knowledge for continued research on how music teachers can help 
nurture their students’ music performance self-efficacy beliefs. 
  x
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During the late 20th century, educational researchers began to 
recognize that students’ personal beliefs about their own capabilities, or 
self-efficacy, could enhance their motivation to succeed; however, 
research indicated that the strength of these beliefs in music students 
was difficult to scientifically measure (Zimmerman, 2000; Hewitt, 2001). 
McPherson and McCormick (2000) laid the groundwork for researchers 
studying music performance in relation to self-efficacy, stating how 
students “think about themselves, the task and their performance is just 
as important as the time they devote to practicing their instrument” (p. 
38). 
Continuing with self-efficacy research in relation to music 
performance, Zelenak (2011a) embarked on a study to develop the Music 
Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) to scientifically measure the 
strength of self-efficacy beliefs in music students. Zelenak’s (2011a) 
results and related literature (Hewitt, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
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2001; Hendricks, 2009) motivated me to research the topic of self-efficacy 
more extensively and apply the theory to my own teaching—with what I 
believe to be considerable success. Not only did my students learn and 
perform their repertoire beautifully, but they also appeared to develop a 
more powerful belief in their own capabilities, which led to stronger and 
more effective musical rehearsals and performances. Positive results 
greatly benefited my teaching and motivated me to continue this 
research. My ultimate goal is that this research would reach the 
profession and advance the use of self-efficacy enhancing strategies in 
the classroom, ultimately building stronger, more accomplished young 
musicians. 
Historically, researchers working in this area have focused on how 
music performance relates to self-esteem (how one feels about one’s self), 
but not to self-efficacy (what one thinks about one’s task-related abilities) 
(see Greenberg, 1970; Schmitt, 1979; Bandura, 1986; Vispoel, 1998; 
Zimmerman, 2000). In Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control, Bandura 
(1997) made an important distinction between self-esteem and self-
efficacy, noting that, while both self-esteem and self-efficacy were 
concepts of self-judgment, those of self-esteem were “judgments of self-
worth,” and those of self-efficacy were “judgments of personal capability” 
(p. 11). He explained that people could be “hopelessly inefficacious” for a 
particular activity and not necessarily suffer loss of self-esteem, but may 
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lack a sense of self-worth when they properly complete the task 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 11).  
Although people tend to perform activities or tasks that increased 
self-worth, Bandura (1997) argued that much more than positive self-
esteem was needed to complete and successfully master a task, as they 
must have “confidence in their efficacy to mount and sustain the effort 
required to succeed” (p. 11). In this distinction, Bandura (1997) asserted 
that while perceived self-efficacy allowed one to foresee personal goals 
and performance outcomes, perceived self-esteem could allow neither of 
these. Hence, a sense of self-efficacy, defined as “the conviction that one 
can successfully execute the behavior required to produce the outcome,” 
would be critical for goal-setting and mastering tasks or activities 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 79). In other words, students’ beliefs in their self-
efficacy would diminish thoughts of giving up on a task. Subsequent 
research (McCormick & McPherson, 2003; McPherson & McCormick, 
2006; Pajares & Urdan, 2006; Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 2007; Usher & 
Pajares, 2008b; Chen & Pajares, 2010; Hendricks, 2014) confirmed 
Bandura’s (1986) assertion that students who were optimistic believed 
that they could successfully shape their academic future and would 
continue to persevere despite facing negative obstacles; in contrast, 
students who were less optimistic tended to give up when they felt 
discouraged or failed at a task (Bandura, 1986; Usher & Pajares, 2008b; 
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Chen & Pajares, 2010). 
 As early as 1970, Greenberg (1970) investigated contributing 
factors for improving children’s musical achievement. Within his 
investigation, he asked: 
Why do some people never learn how to carry a tune? Why 
are some people afraid to sing? What causes under- 
achievement in music, specifically in singing? Is the lack of 
musical aptitude and musical training the main factor in the 
lack of success in music? (Greenberg, 1970, p. 57) 
He concluded that the underlying explanations attributed to children’s 
inability to sing in tune were “emotional and psychological blocks,” for 
which no type of analysis or technique to overcome these obstacles had 
been either developed or implemented at that time (Greenberg, 1970, p. 
57).  
  McPherson and McCormick (2003) suggested that self-efficacy 
beliefs and performance outcomes were consistent in music as well as 
other academic subjects. They also surmised that if teachers applied 
social cognitive theory to their own instructional methods, students 
would have an enhanced sense of self-efficacy (McPherson & McCormick, 
2006). Similarly, Usher and Pajares (2008b) asserted that self-efficacy 
beliefs were instrumental in determining behavior, as they greatly 
influenced “motivation, self-regulation, and achievement,” especially in 
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academic settings (p. 791). Their findings suggested that further self-
efficacy research would provide “substantive contributions to educational 
theory, thinking, and policy” (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 791).  
Although research (see Usher & Pajares, 2008b) has supported 
that self-efficacy beliefs greatly enhance learning, Zelenak (2011a), in his 
development of the MPSES, questioned why music teachers generally did 
not nurture student self-efficacy beliefs for musical performance. He 
suggested three possible reasons for the teachers lack of nurturing 
students’ music performance self-efficacy beliefs: (a) teachers lack 
knowledge about self-efficacy, (b) teachers do not have a valid or reliable 
method in which to evaluate or measure self-efficacy in their students, or 
(c) teachers possess insufficient strategies for developing self-efficacy 
beliefs in their students (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 2).  
In light of these findings, he developed the Music Performance Self-
Efficacy Scale (MPSES) (Zelenak, 2011b) to provide teachers a way to 
measure the strengths and/or weaknesses of the four sources of self-
efficacy information as reported by their students in relation to music 
performance (Zelenak, 2011a). Through reliability and validity analyses, 
the MPSES was deemed “a valid and reliable instrument to assess self-
efficacy” for music students in performance (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 122). 




Zelenak’s (2011a) study included middle and high school students 
(N = 290) currently enrolled in band, chorus, or string orchestra from two 
diverse regions of the United States (p. 54). Each student completed a 
series of four online questionnaires: (a) the MPSES, (b) Sources of Middle 
School Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale, (c) Self-Esteem of Musical 
Ability, and (d) Advanced Measure of Music Audiation (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 
69). In this study, I sought to build upon Zelenak’s original research by: 
(a) comparing the music performance self-efficacy beliefs of secondary 
(i.e., middle and high) public school music students to the self-efficacy 
beliefs, teaching experiences, and educational backgrounds of their 
music teachers, and (b) comparing results of students’ self-efficacy 
beliefs before and after a teacher intervention using self-efficacy 
enhancing strategies to improve student self-efficacy beliefs through a 
pretest-posttest design, noting changes to the students’ self-efficacy 
beliefs over time.  
The current study includes five independent variables: student’s 
grade level, teacher’s teaching experience, teacher’s educational 
background, teacher’s self-efficacy, and teacher intervention.  
• Grade level—Students in grades 6 through 12 were chosen, 
as researchers found middle and high school students to 
possess more maturity and cognition than elementary-aged 
students when it came to assessing personal self-efficacy 
  
7
beliefs (see Bandura, 1997; McPherson & McCormick, 2000; 
Usher & Pajares, 2008b; Joët, Usher & Bressoux, 2011). 
• Teaching Experience and Educational Background—
Researchers have found that teachers tend to lack essential 
knowledge of self-efficacy instruments, methods, and 
strategies (Hewitt, 2001; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 
Zelenak, 2011a; Hendricks, 2014). Moreover, Wolters and 
Daugherty (2007) found that teachers with more years of 
experience tended to be “more confident” in their teaching 
ability (p. 188).  
• Teacher Self-Efficacy—Researchers (see Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001; Guo, Justice, Sawyer, & Tompkins, 2011; Kurt, 
Güngör, & Ekici, 2014) found that strong teacher self-
efficacy was essential in becoming a qualified teacher, and 
that teacher self-efficacy greatly influenced student 
engagement. 
• Teacher Intervention—Researchers suggested that 
educational strategies needed to be both developed and 
incorporated into regular classroom instructional methods to 
nurture students’ self-efficacy beliefs (see Sparks, 1990; 
Hewitt, 2002, 2005, 2007, 2011, 2015; Hendricks, 2015). 
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To gather data, secondary (e.g., middle and high school) music students 
enrolled in specified West Virginia public schools were administered the 
MPSES. In addition, their music teachers completed the Teacher Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  
 
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework for this study draws from Bandura’s 
(1986) construct of self-efficacy, a derivative of social cognitive theory. 
Social cognitive theory is based upon the interactive relationship among 
behavior, cognitive factors, and environmental influences, with 
forethought as a crucial factor. Bandura (1986) stated: 
People do not simply react to their immediate 
environment…[they] anticipate the likely consequences 
of their prospective actions, they set goals for 
themselves, and they otherwise plan courses of action 
for cognized futures…people motivate themselves and 
guide their actions anticipatorily. (p. 19) 
He further explained that future events could not determine behavior; 
however, they could influence how present behaviors or endeavors are 
implemented (Bandura, 1986). Therefore, if people employed forethought 
to determine possible outcomes for their goals, their future behaviors 
could be firmly changed.  
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Bandura (1986, 1997) stressed that four contributing sources of 
self-efficacy information were essential for developing self-efficacy beliefs; 
these were the basis for the Dependent Variables in this study: 
 Mastery experience—Individuals become successful 
with continued rehearsal and performance. Bandura 
(1986) described mastery experience as the “most 
influential source of efficacy information” (p. 399). 
 Vicarious experience—Also known as “modeling,” 
individuals observe other people or visualize 
performing an activity to learn how to complete it 
without actually performing it first.  
 Verbal/social persuasion—Other significant people 
such as family members, teachers, or peers attempt 
to persuade individuals to believe in their innate 
capabilities that promote success. 
 Physiological and affective states—Individuals may 
experience psychological or physical conditions and 
accompanying visceral responses when performing or 
attempting to master an activity, including responses 




Through their review of empirical studies of cognitive self-efficacy 
ranging from childhood through late-adulthood, Berry and West (1993) 
stated the concept of self-efficacy was found to be “dynamic and 
malleable, subject to changes in task demands, situational determinants, 
social context, and individual development” (p. 353). Although music 
performance self-efficacy is a relatively new field of research, some 
studies have been conducted. Some of these studies include: 
 Craske and Craig (1984)—physiological and affective states; 
 Vispoel (1998)—success and failure in classroom music; 
 McPherson and McCormick (2000, 2006); McCormick and 
McPherson (2003)—motivation and musicians’ capabilities to 
perform well; 
 Wehr-Flowers (2007)—relationships between jazz and 
gender; 
 Hendricks (2009)—self-efficacy beliefs in a competitive 
musical environment; 
 Watson (2010)—jazz in relation to self-efficacy beliefs; 
 McPherson and Hendricks (2010)—students’ motivation to 
study music; 
 Randles (2011)—what constitutes a “good musician,” and 
differences between school music education and students’ 
attitudes toward music outside of educational settings. 
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Previous research has left gaps and unanswered questions 
regarding how self-efficacy enhances a student’s strengths and 
weaknesses in musical performance. To help fill these gaps, Zelenak 
(2011a) developed the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale, embedding 
Bandura’s suggested four sources of self-efficacy information for music 
performance throughout the 24-item scale, giving teachers the ability to 
appropriately identify student strengths and weaknesses in music 
performance self-efficacy. My study addressed gaps on how teacher self-
efficacy, as well as teacher intervention of incorporating self-efficacy 
enhancing techniques into current classroom methods, impact students’ 
music performance self-efficacy beliefs. 
 
Purpose of the Study 
Researchers have found that students’ self-efficacy beliefs greatly 
influence music performance, both positively and negatively (see 
McPherson & McCormick, 2000, 2006; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 
Zelenak, 2011b; Ritchie & Williamon, 2013; Hendricks, 2014). The 
importance of continued research in students’ music performance self-
efficacy led to the current investigation. The purposes of my study were 
twofold: (a) to discover to what extent the teaching experiences, 
educational backgrounds, and self-efficacy beliefs of teachers influenced 
student self-efficacy beliefs; and (b) to discover to what extent student 
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self-efficacy beliefs changed over time with teacher intervention. The 
intervention involved using self-efficacy enhancing teaching methods in 
the classroom. My study was an extension of previous research in music 
education and employed two scales: the MPSES (Zelenak, 2011b), which 
measured the self-efficacy beliefs of secondary music students in public 
school education, and the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), which measured the self-efficacy 
beliefs of the students’ respective music teachers. These instruments 
were used in their entirety and were not altered in any way. 
 
Research Variables 
Five independent between-subjects variables and four dependent 
variables were established. 
Independent variables. 
1. Grade Level—This independent variable categorized the student 
participants into two groups: middle school (grades 6 through 
8), and high school (grades 9 through 12), as delineated by the 
West Virginia Department of Education (2006).  
2. Teaching Experience—This independent variable categorized the 
teachers according to how long they had been teaching. Four 
categories were utilized: less than 1 year, 1–5 years, 6–10 years, 
and 11 or more years of teaching experience. 
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3. Educational Background—This independent variable 
categorized the teachers according to the highest level of 
education received. Five categories were utilized: bachelor’s, 
master’s, master’s plus, doctorate, or other. 
4. Teacher Self-Efficacy—This independent variable categorized 
the teachers according to their teaching self-efficacy, as 
reflected in the scores on the TSES. Three categories were 
utilized: low, medium, and high.  
5. Teacher Intervention—This independent variable categorized the 
data results according to whether the teachers implemented 
self-efficacy enhancing techniques prior to the posttest 
administration of the MPSES. Two categories were utilized: the 
control group who did not receive teacher intervention, and the 
experimental treatment group who did receive teacher 
intervention. 
Dependent variables. 
1. Mastery Experience—This variable is the composite score of 
items 1, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, and 16 on the MPSES. 
2. Vicarious Experience—This variable is the composite score of 
items 2, 5, 11, 18, and 20 on the MPSES. 
3. Verbal/Social Persuasion—This variable is the composite score 
of items 3, 7, 9, 13, 21, and 22 on the MPSES. 
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4. Physiological and Affective States—This variable is the 
composite score of items 15, 17, 19, 23, and 24 on the MPSES. 
(Zelenak, 2011a, p. 13) (See Appendix A) 
 
Research Questions 
Three research questions were addressed by this study. All  
research questions relate to both administrations of the MPSES. 
1. What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information (mastery experience, vicarious 
experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states) and (a) student grade level, 
(b) music teacher teaching experience, and (c) music teacher 
educational background? 
2. a. What is the relationship between the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance 
and music teacher self-efficacy? 
b. What is the interaction between music teacher self-
efficacy beliefs and student grade level for students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance? 
3. a. What is the relationship between the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance 
and music teacher intervention? 
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b. What is the interaction between music teacher 
intervention and student grade level for students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance? 
 
Research question 1a provided the groundwork for fulfilling the 
study purposes by establishing a baseline of the students’ four sources of 
self-efficacy information according to student grade level. Research 
questions 1b, 1c, 2a, and 2b addressed the first purpose of this research 
study (i.e., to discover to what extent the independent variables of 
teachers’ teaching experience, educational background, and teaching 
self-efficacy beliefs influenced the dependent variables of mastery 
experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states) by analyzing the independent and 
dependent variables through a doubly-multivariate mixed-design 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). Research questions 3a and 
3b addressed the second purpose of this study (i.e., to discover to what 
extent student self-efficacy beliefs changed over time with teacher 
intervention) by analyzing the differences found between the treatment 
group, who received teacher intervention, and the control group, who did 
not. These differences were tested with a doubly-multivariate mixed-





The MPSES was administered twice (pretest and posttest) 
immediately before and after an eight-week teacher intervention period to 
a treatment group and a control group of West Virginia public school 
music students in grades 6 through 12. All music teachers of the 
participating public schools, including both the treatment and control 
groups, also completed the TSES once prior to the same eight-week time 
period. All music students and teachers supplied demographic 
information to provide a basis for comparison of the MPSES to the TSES.  
All responses to the MPSES and TSES were analyzed through a 
doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA), with the five between-subjects independent variables (grade 
level, teaching experience, educational background, teacher self-efficacy, 
and teacher intervention) and four dependent variables (the four sources 
of self-efficacy information: mastery experience, vicarious experience, 
verbal/social persuasion, and physiological/affective states) for each 
level of one within-subjects independent variable (MPSES administration: 
first administration [pre-eight-week period] and second administration 
[post-eight-week period]).  
The treatment—self-efficacy enhancing strategies provided to the 
teachers—followed suggestions by Margolis and McCabe (2006), in a 
handout developed by Kirk (n.d.). Although multiple self-efficacy 
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enhancing strategies were provided to the teachers implementing 
intervention, not all teachers used all the strategies suggested. Thus, the 
treatment group was not homogeneous with respect to implementation of 
the self-efficacy enhancing treatment. My analysis will show, however, 
that data offered some insight on whether student musical performance 
self-efficacy beliefs were influenced over time by student grade level, 
teaching experience, educational background, teacher self-efficacy 
beliefs, and teacher intervention. 
 
Rationale of the Study 
Bandura (2006a) stated, “Unless people believe they can produce 
desired effects by their actions, they have little incentive to act or to 
persevere in the face of difficulties” (p. 3), and that one’s self-efficacy 
beliefs are crucial for “self-development, successful adaptation, and 
change” (p. 4). The title of this paper, “Why Can’t I Sing,” came about 
from questions that linger as to why music students continue to struggle 
with music performance. Is it a lack of technique? Will learning music 
theory or honing aural skills make for a stronger musician? Will 
practicing scales, arpeggios, and etudes ultimately lead to an enhanced 
performance?  
As a music teacher, I concur with McPherson and McCormick 
(2000) that these traditional educational methods do work; but much 
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more than good technique is needed to succeed in a musical 
performance. One must believe in oneself to ultimately achieve one’s 
goal, termed “self-efficacy.” It is essential to transform the mind into 
saying, “I can do this!”  
Speaking from personal experience, I had not previously heard of 
self-efficacy before attending graduate school, but once I learned about 
the theory and its importance, I found it to be a critical aspect of 
learning. In order for students to truly master a musical performance, it 
is important for them to believe in their own ability to perform. Zelenak 
(2011b) designed the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) in 
order to help teachers measure their students’ four sources of self-
efficacy information (mastery experience, vicarious experience, 
verbal/social persuasion, and physiological and affective states). Using 
the MPSES, teachers are now able to hone in on their students’ exact 
self-efficacy strengths and weaknesses, and then reinforce the source or 
sources that are lacking for each individual student. This study sought 
to build on Zelenak’s (2011a) work, looking at ways teachers influence 
their students’ music performance self-efficacy.  
 
Significance of the Study 
Existing research data has consistently demonstrated that self-
efficacy is an accurate predictor of academic achievement (see Schunk & 
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Pajares, 2005; Pajares, 2006; Pajares & Urdan, 2006; Chen & Pajares, 
2010), as well as readily applicable for predicting musical achievement 
(see McPherson & McCormick, 2000; McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 
Zelenak 2011a, 2015). Hendricks (2015) stated, “more research on the 
sources of self-efficacy is needed to consider the particular complexities 
of self-belief that might unfold in music-learning settings” (p. 2). 
Moreover, ineffective educational strategies could have adverse effects on 
students, causing a lack of self-efficacy (Hendricks, 2015). Thus, I sought 
to fill a void in the limited research available in the field of music 
education, specifically pertaining to students’ music performance self-
efficacy beliefs. Student MPSES results were compared according to the 
students’ grade level (i.e., middle or high school), as well as to the 
teachers’ teaching experience, educational backgrounds, and teaching 
self-efficacy. Moreover, a posttest of the MPSES, including a treatment 
group that received teacher intervention and a control group that did not 
receive treatment, provided history and maturation of the research (Gall, 
Gall, & Borg, 2003), as well as important data about whether 
implementing self-efficacy enhancing strategies positively influences the 





Public school locations, as well as music teachers and students, 
were selected using a convenience sample, as the research sites and 
research participants were “located near where the researcher works” 
(Gall et al., 2003, p. 175). As the MPSES was administered online only at 
students’ respective schools, it was convenient to all student 
participants. One possible drawback was the inability to control testing 
conditions. Whereas I asked the music teachers to help set up the survey 
on the computer and remain near their students without helping to 
answer the questions, I could not control factors such as the speed of the 
testing computers and the comfort of the testing environment.  
I asked the music teachers to distribute required consent forms 
and to complete demographic information regarding their educational 
background, teaching experience, the name of the school where they 
currently teach, and the grades taught. Music teachers were also asked 
to complete the 24-item TSES online once prior to the teacher 
intervention period. Lastly, a random sample of music teachers for each 
grade level, chosen by randomly choosing names, were assigned to the 
treatment group, and were asked to read a handout (Appendix E) and 
implement self-efficacy enhancing strategies, as suggested by Margolis 
and McCabe (2006). Other than the time requirement for this research 
study, no other hardship should have arisen.  
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Students in grades 6 through 12 were chosen for this study 
because they met the guidelines set by Bandura (1997) regarding age 
and maturity for self-efficacy research. Bandura (1997) asserted, “young 
children, whose cognitive integrational capabilities are less well 
developed…have special difficulty appraising their efficacy” (p. 86). He 
also suggested that students at varying grade levels could experience 
varying academic difficulties; thus, teachers would find it necessary to 
adjust their teaching methods accordingly (Bandura, 1997). More recent 
findings supported the notion that primary school student perceptions of 
self-efficacy beliefs in general were “presumably most malleable” (Joët, 
Usher, & Bressoux, 2011, p. 650). Younger children tended to 
misinterpret praise for “routine performances as an indicant of 
exceptional capability,” and as they matured, their level of understanding 
allowed them to more aptly interpret praise in accordance “to their 
capabilities with greater accuracy” (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 789).  
For children aged 9 through 18, McPherson and McCormick (2000) 
found that self-efficacy was the most accurate predictor of musical 
achievement. Several researchers, in accordance with Bandura’s 
recommendation, restricted their students to include upper elementary, 
middle, and/or high school students in self-efficacy research of academic 
achievement (see Britner & Pajares, 2006; Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 
2007; Usher & Pajares, 2008a; Joët et al., 2011; Zelenak, 2011a). In 
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keeping with these findings in self-efficacy investigations, and due to the 
fact that the majority of West Virginia’s public schools regard middle 
school as grades 6 through 8 and high school as grades 9 through 12, 
the present study was restricted to West Virginia music students 
currently enrolled in grades 6 through 12.  
This study was conducted across one academic semester. Six of 
the 12 extraneous variables affecting internal validity in experimental 
research applied to this study: history, maturation, testing, statistical 
regression, experimental mortality, and selection-maturation interaction 
(Gall et al., 2003, pp. 370–373). Experimenter bias was one extraneous 
variable that could have potentially impacted the internal validity of this 
study due to the fact that I currently teach in West Virginia, and 
occasionally interact with other music teachers in the state. To control 
for experimenter bias, however, I had no direct contact with participants 
(students N = 242, teachers N = 5) during the administrations of the 












This chapter presents a review of existing literature regarding self-
efficacy in general, the relationship of student self-efficacy beliefs in 
relation to teacher self-efficacy beliefs, and the importance of student 
self-efficacy beliefs in relation to successful music performance. 
Discussion will center on the following essential aspects of my study:   
 Self-Efficacy—Bandura’s (1986, 1997) conceptualization 
of self-efficacy, as derived from social cognitive theory, 
stresses four distinct sources of self-efficacy information 
that a person utilizes to successfully complete a task: 
mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social 
persuasion, and physiological/affective states. 
 Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES)— Zelenak’s 
(2010, 2011a) recent findings showing the importance of 
music teachers nurturing self-efficacy in their students to 
enhance a musical performance emanated from the 
results of the MPSES, designed specifically for the 
purpose of investigating music performance self-efficacy. 
The MPSES is based on Bandura’s (1986, 1997) construct 
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of social cognition, specifically with regard to the concept 
of self-efficacy. In this study, the MPSES was used to 
evaluate the self-efficacy beliefs of secondary music 
students in public West Virginia schools.  
 Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)—Developed in 
2001, the TSES measures teacher self-efficacy beliefs in 
relation to instructional methods, classroom 
management, and student engagement (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001). In this study, the TSES was used to 
evaluate the self-efficacy beliefs of music teachers 
currently employed at public middle and high schools in 
central West Virginia.  
 
Self-Efficacy 
 Bandura (1986, 1997) theorized that people could intrinsically 
influence their behavioral outcomes by their beliefs in their own 
capabilities, what he termed self-efficacy. The concept emanated from his 
original construct of social cognition, and was defined as people’s beliefs 
in their “capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Bandura 
(1986) proposed that how people perceived their self-efficacy would 
contribute to their decision-making, the amount of effort they would 
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expend on performing tasks, and their level of persistence in completing 
the tasks (Bandura, 1986). Within the concept of perceived self-efficacy, 
Bandura (1997) emphasized that each person possessed the capability to 
influence “his or her own destiny,” and that they depended more 
extensively upon their own subjective “levels of motivation, affective 
states, and actions” than upon “what [was] objectively true” (p. 1–2).   
Bandura (1997) calls this triadic reciprocal causation, which 
includes the theory that one has the capability to simultaneously self-
reflect and self-influence. Triadic reciprocal causation was found to be an 
integral aspect of self-efficacy that emanated from Bandura’s (1986, 
1997) original conception of social cognition. Previous conceptualizations 
had excluded the idea that one person alone could simultaneously be 
both “agent and object” (Bandura, 1997, p. 5). More recent observations 
that suggested that people could concomitantly reflect upon and 
influence their own destinies revolutionized social cognitive theory, in 
that human agency was then viewed as an essential component to the 
triad of reciprocal causes between behavior, cognition, and 





Figure 1. Example of Bandura’s triadic reciprocal causation (Bandura, 1997, p. 
6) 
In contrast, the theory of one-sided interactionism, where “persons 
and situations are treated as independent entities that unite in 
unspecified ways to produce behavior,” (Bandura, 1986, p. 23) could not 
fully explain the way in which people cognitively process information 
when performing a task. Within the framework of triadic reciprocal 
causation (Bandura, 1986), however, “mutual action between causal 
factors” occurs (p. 23).  In any effortful activity, behavioral, 
environmental, and personal determinism interact and “influence one 
another bidirectionally,” or function together to complete various tasks 
(Bandura, 1997, p. 6). The three functions will not necessarily provide an 
equal amount of strength, but will vary depending upon the 
circumstances and/or activities being performed.  
Bandura (1986) discussed that, although people may have full 
knowledge for successful completion of a task, they may lack confidence 
in their capabilities, ultimately not performing the task to their full 
potential, or possibly not even attempting the task at all. Moreover, 
Internal Personal Factors






people’s perceptions of how they may be viewed by others when 
performing a task could greatly impact whether the outcome of the 
attempted task results in successful completion or failure. Most 
importantly, a disbelief in one’s self-efficacy could potentially hinder the 
development of crucial sub-skills needed for creating a foundation for 
new behaviors (Bandura, 1986).  
 
Self-Referent Thought in Music Performance 
 Through the lens of triadic reciprocal causation, Bandura (1986) 
emphasized the importance of self-referent thought in performance 
mastery, or people’s ability to view themselves and evaluate their 
perceptual responses in relation to their sense of self-efficacy. He 
affirmed that nothing was “more influential in people’s everyday lives 
than conceptions of their personal efficacy” and that self-referent thought 
“mediates the relationship between knowledge and action” (Bandura, 
1986, p. 390).  
Specifically with regard to music performance, Hewitt (2001, 2015) 
emphasized the important contribution the use of self-referent thought 
made to successful self-regulation. He noted that self-referent thought 
for music students was found to be both “an essential skill…if 
independent musicianship is to be achieved” (Hewitt, 2001, p. 308) and 
“a vital skill for musicians to learn at any developmental stage” (Hewitt, 
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2002, p. 223). His most recent article suggested, “accurate self-efficacy 
and self-evaluation skills are important for musicians to develop” (Hewitt, 
2015, p. 309). He continued by urging researchers to continue studying 
self-regulation in relation to music performance, especially in regards to 
how young musicians learn and for researchers to continue developing 
methods and classroom materials (Hewitt, 2015). As research supports 
the importance of self-regulation for music education, it has been 
adopted as one of the national standards for music education. This 
standard emphasizes that music students should “analyze, evaluate, and 
refine their work through openness to new ideas, persistence, and the 
application of appropriate criteria” (National Coalition for Core Arts 
Standards, 2014).  
Several studies have investigated student self-reflection of their 
musical performances (see Davis, 1981; Sparks, 1990; Aitchison, 1995; 
Morrison, Montemayor, & Wiltshire, 2004). Sparks (1990) encouraged 
teachers to incorporate some form of student self-evaluation into their 
current teaching methods, as findings suggested that both student 
learning and student attitude greatly improved when teachers 
incorporated self-evaluation practices into the curricula. Aitchison (1995) 
asserted that the “lack of teacher guidance in the focusing of critical 
reflection” hindered student ability to correctly reflect on their work. This 
suggests the need for a study that specifically requests teachers to 
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incorporate strategies into their current teaching methods, which is 
exactly what I sought to do in this study. 
Research shows that students’ self-evaluations at all grade levels 
are inconsistent (Bergee, 1993, 1997; Aitchison, 1995; Kostka, 1997; 
Hewitt, 2002, 2005, 2011, 2015; Morrison et al., 2004). Hewitt’s (2011) 
findings aptly indicated that a wealth of information had yet to be 
discovered with regard to gaining a clearer understanding of students’ 
abilities to properly self-evaluate. He observed that the self-evaluations of 
music students appeared to be a vital facet to the learning process, but 
he also noted that “gaps remain” in the research regarding the extent to 
which self-evaluation, as a vitally important self-regulatory method, may 
contribute to successful music performance (Hewitt, 2002, p. 217). 
Hewitt’s (2015) most recent research continued to suggest that self-
efficacy “appears to be a predictor of musical performance” (p. 307), and 
supported previous research stating that students tend not to properly 
evaluate their own music performance abilities. 
 
The Four Sources of Self-Efficacy Information 
 Bandura’s (1986, 1997) four major sources of self-efficacy 
information—mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social 
persuasion, and physiological/affective states—were found to be 
“important indicators of students’ academic self-efficacy” (Joët et al., 
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2011, p. 659). The contribution and relationship of these four distinct 
sources of self-efficacy information, discussed in detail below, were 
essential to the investigation and outcome of this study.  
Mastery experience. The first and “most influential” source of 
self-efficacy information is mastery experience, or enactive mastery, in 
which students become more successful as they continue rehearsal 
and/or performance of a task (Bandura, 1986, p. 399). Hendricks (2014) 
defined mastery experience as a “task-specific achievement,” where 
individuals might face difficulty, but persevere to accomplish the goal (p. 
348). Individuals may also experience small performance successes 
throughout their path to attaining the ultimate goal, but these small 
successes may allow them to “go well beyond their immediate 
performance attainment and even to success at new activities” (Bandura, 
1997, p. 81). 
Mastery experience was also found to provide the highest level of 
confirmation as to whether people succeeded at a task (Bandura, 1997). 
People who employed mastery experience displayed perseverance 
through trial and error and depended upon their own personal 
assessments or interpretations of their performances (Bandura, 1997; 
Usher & Pajares, 2008b). In contrast, people who were not skillful at 
perseverance, or who had low self-assessments of their performances, 
tended not to complete tasks after experiencing failure (Bandura, 1997). 
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Csikszentmihalyi (2004) explained that a highly developed person 
would have interpersonal and intrapersonal complexities, and that this 
would guide a person’s “thoughts, feelings, and motives” toward one’s 
personal goals (p. 342). Moreover, individuals use their entire being, 
including “physical, mental, emotional, and volitional” attributes, to 
undertake and complete a task (Csikszentmihalyi, 2004, p. 342). To truly 
experience what the author calls “flow,” one must look for clarity, become 
centered, make the right choices, wholeheartedly commit to the task, and 
challenge oneself to complete the task (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). 
Many researchers have studied mastery experience assessment 
and reported findings that supported Bandura’s research (see Lent, 
Lopez, & Bieschke, 1991; Britner & Pajares, 2006; Usher & Pajares, 
2008b). Of the many studies that have been conducted on mastery 
experience, some have used student objective performance as the 
mastery experience indicator (see Matsui, Matsui, & Ohnishi, 1990; Chin 
& Kameoka, 2002; Klassen, 2004). However, according to Usher and 
Pajares (2008b), the results of studies where student objective 
performance assessments were used in data collection did not adhere to 
Bandura’s description of mastery experience. The results of these studies 
discussed one’s observation of a performance, not one’s interpretation of a 
performance (see Pajares, 2006).  
Through mastery experience, students attempt to appropriate new 
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course material and receive feedback from their teachers through a 
verbal statement or written grade, then judge their own accomplishments 
or failures and make revisions accordingly. The idea that mastery 
experience can impact student self-efficacy and enhance performance is 
well supported in the literature (see Usher & Pajares, 2008b).  
Zelenak (2011a) incorporated 7 items on the MPSES related to 
Mastery Experience, including statements such as: 
 I have had positive experiences performing in the past. 
 I have had positive experiences performing in large 
ensembles (more than 11 performers). 
 I have had positive experiences performing music solo. 
 I have had positive experiences performing simple 
music. 
 I have had positive experiences performing 
complicated music. 
 I have overcome musical challenges through hard 
work and practice.   
 I have used a practice routine to help me prepare for 
my performances. 
 I have had positive experiences performing music in a 
small ensemble (2–10 performers). (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 
143–144; see Appendix A) 
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Zelenak’s (2011a) MPSES results showed that mastery experience “had 
the most influence” on music students’ self-efficacy beliefs (p. 20). 
Moreover, his findings suggested that mastery experience, above all other 
sources of information, made the “greatest contribution” to self-efficacy 
beliefs (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 97). 
Vicarious experience. With social learning through vicarious 
experience, or modeling, people learn by observing others or by 
visualizing oneself completing a task, rather than performing the task 
themselves (Bandura, 1997). Hendricks (2015) stated “social 
comparison[s] allow individuals to perceive their abilities in relation to 
the successes or failures of others” (p. 3). Examples of vicarious 
experience include observing mentors or peers, symbolically observing 
actors from television or other electronic sources, and individuals seeing 
themselves completing a task in his/her mind’s eye (Bandura, 1997). As 
people tend to compare themselves to those they encounter on a regular 
basis, when they observe another person capably performing a task, they 
become more apt to believe that they, too, will be able to complete that 
task—it “strengthens beliefs in one’s capability” (Bandura, 1997, p. 94). 
The result is a self-statement, “if others can do it, I, too, have the 
capability to do it” (Bandura, 1997, p. 87).  
The effectiveness of cognitive rehearsal, however, depended upon 
how clearly it provided directions for the best way to accomplish the task 
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or to perform requisite skills (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1986) stressed 
that factors such as self-doubt, obvious differences between the model 
and the person attempting the task, or lack of previous knowledge or 
experience in the subject area could contribute to a diminished sense of 
capability. Usher and Pajares (2008b) noted that students tended to 
search for models that demonstrated competence at tasks, especially 
those models with “status, power, and prestige” (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, 
p. 753).  
Vicarious experience has typically been measured by asking 
students to “rate the degree to which they are exposed to peer or adult 
models who demonstrate competence in the academic subject of interest” 
(Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 757). Models such as peers, older students, 
parents, or teachers were typically used to measure vicarious experience 
(Lent et al., 1991; Lopez & Lent, 1992; Hampton, 1998; Klassen, 2004; 
Usher & Pajares, 2006).  
 Zelenak (2011a) included five items on the MPSES that correlated 
with vicarious experience: 
 I have improved my music performance skills by 
watching professional musicians perform well. 
 I have improved my music performance skills by 
watching someone I know perform well (parent, 
brother, sister, church member, etc.). 
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 I have used other music students as models to 
improve my performance skills. 
 I have watched other students with similar music 
ability as me perform a piece of music, and then 
decided whether I could, or could not, perform the 
same piece of music. 
 I have compared my performance skills with those of 
other students who are similar in musical ability to 
me. (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 143–144; see Appendix A) 
Although vicarious experience was found to be the least influential in 
Zelenak’s (2011a) research, he stressed that the source “should not be 
ignored” (p. 120). He continued that vicarious learning should become 
routine in classroom instruction, and that students can be taught how to 
“constructive[ly]” compare themselves to peer and adult models (Zelenak, 
2011a, p. 120).  
Verbal/social persuasion. Verbal/social persuasion is best 
described as “feedback and encouragement from others” (Hendricks, 
2014, p. 348). This source of self-efficacy information carried great 
weight when people were encouraged to believe that they had the 
capability to accomplish the goal (Bandura, 1997). Bandura (1997) noted 
that verbal and social persuasions were found to be more effective when 
either was offered “within realistic bounds” (p. 101). Thus, the manner in 
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which positive or negative feedback is offered can have either a 
supportive or undermining effect upon one’s sense of self-efficacy.  
Previous findings suggested that children would experience a 
greater sense of accomplishment, and eventually develop a greater “sense 
of efficacy for continued success” when they receive attributional, or 
more credible and accurate, feedback (Schunk, 1984, p. 1166). 
Supporting previous findings, Duke and Henninger’s (1998, 2002) 
research studies suggested that expert teachers tended to give frequent 
and specific feedback, as opposed to their novice counterparts. Bandura 
(1997) encouraged teachers to take into consideration that Western 
culture tended to discourage devaluing others and their performances 
(Bandura, 1997). The unintended and unfortunate results of this 
tendency were that students were “assigned unchallenging tasks, praised 
for mediocre performances and treated indifferently for faulty 
performances” (Bandura, 1997, p. 102).  
Bandura (1986) theorized that people tend to trust evaluations 
made by those who are skillful and/or knowledgeable about how to 
master a task successfully, although subsequent research has not been 
able to prove the theory. Usher and Pajares (2008b) found that 
“researchers have yet to include items tapping students’ trust in those 
who try to convince them of their academic capabilities” (p. 758). It 
appears that most researchers have merely asked students to “rate 
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whether they receive encouraging messages” from family, friends, or 
teachers (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 757). Because researchers have 
found that verbal and social persuasion scales have provided a 
“moderate to strong” measure of reliability, it has been deemed an 
important factor for success (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 758).  
 Zelenak (2001a) included six items on the MPSES that correlated 
with verbal/social persuasion: 
 My friends think I am a good performer on my primary 
instrument/voice. 
 Members of my family believe I perform well. 
 People have told me that my practice efforts have 
improved my performance skills. 
 I have received positive feedback on music 
performance evaluations.  
 My music teacher has complimented me on my 
musical performance.  
 I have met or exceeded other people’s expectations of  
being a good musician for someone my age. (Zelenak,  
2011a, p. 143–144; see Appendix A) 
For verbal/social persuasion, Zelenak (2011a) urged that teachers  
should find a way to reinforce students’ musical accomplishments  
through praise, as this source of information was found to “exert  
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strong influence on self-efficacy” (p. 119). 
  Physiological and affective states. Physiological and 
affective states, or one’s “emotional and physical conditions” can 
greatly help or hinder one’s ability to complete a task (Hendricks, 
2014, p. 348). To successfully complete a task or performance, 
Bandura (1986) found that individuals depended extensively on 
their physiological well-being, i.e., the psychological or physical 
condition actually experienced when attempting to master the 
activity. This means that conditions such as stress, fatigue, or 
emotional states might be detrimental to one’s performance 
outcome (Bandura, 1997). Without stress, individuals tend to be 
“more apt to accomplish a goal,” but with stress, or when aroused 
to the point where they displayed tension or visceral responses, 
they tend to be less apt to accomplish a goal (Bandura, 1986, p. 
401). This, in turn, leads to less strength and stamina when 
attempting to complete a task, and ultimately a weaker sense of 
one’s perceived self-efficacy.  
  Bandura (1997) also suggested that the arousal cues that 
children typically experienced were learned through social 
connections. Children learn through experiences and observing 
others, and “eventually form a belief about how emotional arousal 
might affect their personal efficacy” (p. 108). These arousal cues 
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could be learned by observing others who may have emotionally 
responded in a similar manner, or by having previously 
experienced failure associated with a high level of anxiety, so that 
specific emotional responses became associated with the particular 
event (Bandura, 1997). For some, a high arousal state could 
energize a performance; for others, it could hinder a performance 
(Bandura, 1997). Zelenak (2011a) found that, in music 
performance, the majority of students worried about making 
mistakes and this worry caused “uncomfortable physiological 
states” (p. 120).   
Several factors could affect one’s mental and physical state, 
including anxiety, fatigue, mood, physical strength, stress, and 
heightened physical arousal (Bandura, 1997). Researchers have also 
found that negative physiological arousal increased as children 
continued to mature (Usher & Pajares, 2008b). While a mood state may 
have a less direct effect than stress or a visceral response, it could affect 
one’s performance in either a positive or negative direction (Bandura, 
1997). When experiencing success while in a better mood, one would 
tend to experience higher levels of perceived self-efficacy; however, when 
experiencing failure while in a worse mood, one would tend to experience 
diminished levels of perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).  
While research specifically relating physiological and affective 
  
40
states to musical performance is limited, they have traditionally been 
assessed according to specific academic subjects, especially when 
measuring mathematics self-efficacy (Usher & Pajares, 2008b). The 
Fennema-Sherman Math Anxiety Scale is one instrument that was 
specifically developed to measure physiological and affective states in 
high school and college students (Betz, 1978; Lent et al., 1991; Lopez & 
Lent, 1992). Math anxiety was discovered to be fairly common among 
college-aged students and, of these, females had “significantly higher 
levels of math anxiety” than did their male counterparts (Betz, 1978, p. 
446). In another study that investigated award-winning university 
professors, the results suggested that professors’ physiological and 
affective states were found to be important factors in how skillful they 
deemed themselves to be (Morris & Usher, 2011).  
Performance anxiety. Research of musical ensembles has 
indicated that some physiological and affective states had both positive 
and negative influences on a student’s self-efficacy beliefs and ultimately 
musical performance. For example, researchers investigating 
performance anxiety among music students in relation to self-efficacy 
found that elevated anxiety levels tended to negatively affect their 
performances (Craske & Craig, 1984; Asmus, 1986; Larkin, 1990; Kenny, 
Davis, & Oates, 2004; Osborne & Kenny, 2005; McGrath, Hendricks, & 
Smith, in press). Hendricks, Smith, & Stanuch, 2014). Moreover, 
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Zelenak’s (2011a) research indicated that the majority of music students 
in his study experienced “uncomfortable physiological states” during a 
musical performance (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 120).  
Craske and Craig (1984) studied 40 piano students by 
administering questionnaires and having the students perform in a 
music studio. Each student first performed in a private music studio and 
each solo was 3 to 5 minutes in length. The researchers hid the video 
camera and told the students that the performance was only for practice. 
One week later, each student performed the same piece in front of five 
judges who were evaluating the performance. The students were also told 
the performances were being videotaped. The researchers found that the 
students felt much “more intense emotional response” when performing 
in front of an audience (Craske & Craig, 1984, p. 277), and that the 
students’ self-efficacy beliefs were greatly decreased when performing in 
front of an audience (p. 278).  
Osborne and Kenny (2005) discussed that performance anxiety 
was “highly prevalent and problematic,” and could potentially be an 
“occupational health issue for musicians” (p. 726). Hendricks, Smith, 
and Stanuch (2014), discussed that performance anxiety “is the far too 
common experience” for music students (p. 35) and that teachers, in 
turn, should “promote joy and love of music” (p. 37). The researchers 
suggest teachers should create a “safe space” through five key points:  
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1. Listen and be emotionally present,  
2. Use ability-appropriate and challenging situations,  
3. Educate others about creating a safe space, both through 
words and through modeling;  
4. Be sensitive to the relationship between students’ 
musicality and their personal life, and 
5. Some instruction must be unconventional. (Hendricks et 
al., 2014, p. 38) 
These five steps may create a deeper bond between music teacher 
and student, ultimately allowing the student to achieve stronger 
self-efficacy beliefs and greater musical performance experiences. 
 Zelenak (2011a) included five items on the MPSES that correlated 
with physiological and affective states: 
 I am learning, or have learned, to control my 
nervousness during a performance. 
 Performing with instrument/voice makes me feel good. 
 I do not worry about making small mistakes during a 
performance.  
 I enjoy participating in musical performances. 
 I have positive memories of most, or all, of my past 




As physiological and affective states can potentially have adverse affects 
on one’s self-efficacy beliefs, and ultimately one’s musical performance, 
the current findings from the results of the MPSES provided relevant 
data to underscore the importance of how gaining a positive sense of self-
efficacy in the learning environment could eventually translate to more 
successful music performance.   
 
Correlations Between the Four Sources of Self-Efficacy Information 
The instrument chosen to measure student self-efficacy beliefs for 
this study, the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES), was 
developed to measure all four sources of self-efficacy information and 
was administered to secondary students enrolled in West Virginia public 
schools. The strength of the correlations among the four sources, 
according to grade level, was found to be important in understanding 
students’ individual self-efficacy beliefs of music performance (Zelenak, 
2011a).     
Usher and Pajares (2008b) consistently found the highest 
correlation among mastery experience and self-efficacy in virtually every 
study they investigated. In contrast, correlations were inconsistent for 
vicarious experience and the other sources of self-efficacy, making 
vicarious experience the “least likely to predict self-efficacy” (Usher & 
Pajares, 2008b, p. 772).  
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Although the relationship among verbal/social persuasion and the 
other sources of self-efficacy has shown a modest correlation (r = 0.39), 
this correlation has “not proven predictive of self-efficacy across all 
contexts” (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 775). Moreover, while the 
relationship of physiological/affective states and the other sources of 
self-efficacy has similarly shown a modest correlation (r = 0.33), 
researchers noted that individual results “should be interpreted with 
caution” as negative predictions have occurred (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, 
p. 775).  
Finally, other research has indicated that, although self-efficacy 
predictions tended to be accurate when assessed for specific cognitive 
domains, it is less so when measured globally (Usher & Pajares, 2008b; 
Chen & Usher, 2013). Hence, researchers (see Usher & Pajares, 2008b) 
have, overall, supported Bandura’s assertion that “the weights assigned 
to different types of efficacy information may vary across different 
domains of functioning” (Usher and Pajares 2008b, p. 114). As research 
has found strong correlations between and among the four sources, it is 
important to provide educators with meaningful ways in which to 
determine what sources need to be nurtured in their students.  
 
Self-Efficacy and Music Education 
 Self-efficacy has been strongly linked to the prediction of student 
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outcomes regarding academic achievement (Pajares & Urdan, 2006), to 
making college and career choices (Brown & Lent, 2006), and to effective 
time management skills and work ethic (Schunk & Pajares, 2005). It has 
also been interwoven with more positive self-regulatory strategies that 
promote success (Schunk & Pajares, 2005). Moreover, researchers have 
sought to study the concept of self-efficacy in specific areas such as:  
 child development (Zajonc & Markus, 1975; Fall, 1994; 
Pastorelli, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Rola, Rozsa, & Bandura, 
2001), 
 peer influence (Ellis & Lane, 1963; Bullock & Merrill, 1980), 
 gender stereotypes (Weitzman, Eifler, Hokada, & Ross, 1972; 
McArthur & Eisen, 1976), and 
 career choices (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994; Zeldin, 
Britner, & Pajares, 2008)  
The subject of self-efficacy in relation to education has been extensively 
researched (see Usher & Pajares, 2008b), specifically with regard to:  
 students with learning disabilities (see Hampton & Mason, 
2003), 
 teacher self-efficacy (see Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; 
Lee, Cawthon, & Dawson, 2013), 
 self-regulated learning (see Joo, Bong, & Choi, 2000; Hewitt, 
2011), and  
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 self-evaluation (see Aitchison, 1995; Kostka, 1997; Hewitt, 
2011).  
Self-efficacy has been recognized to “touch virtually every aspect of 
people’s lives,” and hailed as being a “critical determinant of the life 
choices people make and of the courses of action they pursue” (Pajares, 
2006, p. 341).  
Research in music education has supported the use of educational 
strategies where students continued to learn musical skills by developing 
talent (Rohwer & Polk, 2006), deliberate practice (Ericsson, Krampe, & 
Tesch-Römer, 1993), and the training of aural, visual, and kinesthetic 
skills (Klemish, 1970; Kendall, 1988). Other studies have explored 
students’ music aptitude to learn music, described by Gordon (1989) as 
being developed through a combination of innate musical ability and 
environmental experiences during early childhood development. Music, 
as a language of its own, ideally should be nurtured in a child from birth, 
and the process of learning music is achieved through the child being 
exposed to formal and informal musical experiences, similar to how the 
child learns to read and write in his or her own native language.  
Findings show that one’s musical aptitude becomes stabilized at 
the age of nine years, although musical ability can continue to develop 
past this age (Gordon, 1999). Gordon’s primary objective for developing 
the Musical Aptitude Profile (MAP) was to provide teachers a measure for 
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which “to objectively describe…differences so that [music] teachers would 
be able to better meet students’ individual musical needs” (Gordon, 
1970, p. 41). This profile, which is commonly referred to as the MAP, 
enabled music teachers to identify students with musical aptitude by 
providing profiles of students’ musical strengths and needs (Gordon, 
1970). The MAP is currently available and is still being used by teachers 
more than three decades later (GIA Publications).  
Literature exists with regard to self-efficacy and its relationship to 
music in general. Findings for understanding self-efficacy in relation to 
musical performance include:  
 musical examinations (McCormick & McPherson, 2003; 
McPherson & McCormick, 2006),  
 jazz (Wehr-Flowers, 2007; Watson, 2010),  
 gender (Nielsen, 2004; Wehr-Flowers, 2007; Hendricks, 2009, 
2014; Hendricks, Smith, & Legutki, 2015),  
 music and self-evaluation (Hewitt, 2001, 2002, 2005, 2011, 
2015), and  
 musical learning in contrast to musical performance (Ritchie & 
Williamon, 2011). 
In the first of their studies on graded musical examinations, 
McCormick and McPherson (2003) studied instrumental students 
(N = 332) between the ages of 9 and 18. In this study, the researchers 
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stressed the importance of a musical performance, stating that musical 
performance could be the strongest influence in a musicians’ identity, 
and that the typical student musician has only one opportunity in which 
to perform to the best of their ability.  
McPherson and McCormick (2006) continued their research with a 
similar study consisting of 446 instrumental students. In their article, 
they stress that, although self-efficacy plays an extremely important role 
in a musical performance outcome, “students still need to do the work 
and the practice,” and that students must persevere through sometimes 
long and tedious rehearsals in order to achieve their goal (McPherson & 
McCormick, 2006, p. 333). 
Wehr-Flowers (2007) and Watson (2010) both studied jazz 
improvisation in relation to self-efficacy. Wehr-Flowers (2007) 
administered the Jazz Experience Survey to 280 participants, 150 female 
and 130 male. Results showed significant differences for gender in and of 
itself, but not when compared to other independent variables. Based on 
her findings, Wehr-Flowers (2007) suggests better jazz self-efficacy 
models be designed and that gender be addressed, as there still remains 
a significant gender difference in jazz education and performance, 
including gender bias against females.  
Watson’s (2010) participants included 62 college students from six 
Midwest universities. Each student was assigned to one of two groups: 
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(a) students who received instruction through aural imitation, or (b) 
students who received instruction through notation, both taking place 
over three sessions. Results indicated that teachers should include aural 
instruction for jazz improvisation more so than notated jazz music.  
In a study on self-efficacy and musical learning, Nielsen (2004) 
investigated the strategies that instrumental students in higher musical 
education programs employed to master the repertoire, including 
rehearsal methods, passage memorization, and eventual mastery of 
difficult musical passages. Subjects included 130 advanced first-year 
music students aged 18 to 43 years. The students completed all 50 items 
on the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire. Findings 
supported that the highly efficacious students engaged in not only 
cognitive, but also metacognitive music learning processes in their 
rehearsal techniques (Nielsen, 2004).  
Hendricks (2009, 2014) investigated the four sources of self-
efficacy information suggested by Bandura regarding students’ 
perceptual changes in competency at the high school all-state orchestra 
level. She sought to observe changes in self-efficacy beliefs from the 
initial audition to the final concert, examine the effects of the four 
sources of self-efficacy on the students, and to observe the influence of a 
competitive musical environment on students’ self-efficacy beliefs. The 
study used a mixed-method design, incorporating both qualitative and 
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quantitative analyses for gender, orchestra level, musical instrument, 
and school participation at the festival. Students generally showed a 
significant increase in scores over time (F(3, 219) = 49.92, p < 0.01). 
Moreover, females in the second orchestra demonstrated a greater 
increase in self-efficacy beliefs; however, females in the first orchestra did 
not show a significant increase in self-efficacy until the mid-point 
rehearsal.  
For verbal/social persuasion, findings indicated that both positive 
and negative feedback were beneficial, providing that the feedback 
offered was constructive. One student reported that having a peer give 
encouragement helped in boosting her confidence. Physiological and 
affective states, including anxiety and/or fatigue, were reported as 
presenting difficulty for students as they prepared for the all-state 
festival finale. Students attributed these detrimental physiological and 
affective states to the time constraints and pressures of mastering the 
music and performance preparation demands that culminated in the 
eventual performance itself. One student noted how tired he felt, as he 
did not get enough sleep the previous night, affecting his persistence and 
ability to focus.  
Findings regarding vicarious experience, or specifically for 
modeling, supported that student performers who experienced feelings of 
intimidation while observing or attempting to model more talented peers 
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felt a weaker sense of self-efficacy. As the rehearsals and performance 
were a group effort, students reported that they saw other students 
struggling. One student specifically noted, “watching other people mess 
up makes you less of an idiot” (Hendricks, 2009, p. 222).  
Findings supported, however, that mastery experience was the 
most influential, or had the greatest impact on one’s overall self-efficacy, 
of all four sources. Students suggested that they felt better with every 
passing rehearsal, as the music became easier to play and the music “fit 
together” (Hendricks, 2009, p. 221). Specific comments about mastery 
experience included: “Mastering fast, hard parts made me feel most 
capable” and “Every time I fixed something I felt better about the whole 
concert” (Hendricks, 2009, p. 221).  
Hendricks, Smith, and Legutki’s (2015) most recent research 
supports previous findings that females, although they might not fully 
sense their potential, may eventually demonstrate self-efficacy belief 
levels similar to those of their male counterparts when given the 
opportunity to do so. The researchers suggest that educators might 
stress the importance of enactive mastery experiences, ultimately helping 
their students raise their beliefs in their capabilities to complete the task.  
As noted previously, Hewitt (2001, 2002, 2005, 2011, 2015) 
studied music students’ abilities to self-evaluate their own performances 
as one important component to self-regulation. In one study, he 
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researched the self-evaluation of junior high instrumental students (i.e., 
grades 7, 8, and 9) in comparison to professional adjudicators’ scores 
(Hewitt, 2002). Students were placed in one of three ensembles according 
to ability level (i.e., low, middle, or high), and were later evaluated by 
three adjudicators using the Woodwind Brass Solo Evaluation Form, 
developed by Saunders and Holahan (1997). The students were then 
administered a modified student version of the evaluation form and 
commenced a self-evaluation of their performance over a six-week period. 
Student scores were discovered to be higher when compared to those of 
the adjudicators, which supported previous findings that middle school 
students tend to “overestimate their musical achievement” (Hewitt, 2002, 
p. 222). In his 2015 study, Hewitt supported his earlier research, 
suggesting that lower-achieving music students tended to overrate their 
musical performances while higher-achieving music students tended to 
underrate their musical performances. Because his findings showed that 
secondary school students tended to be inaccurate in self-evaluation, 
Hewitt (2002, 2005, 2011, 2015) recommended that researchers should 
develop more advanced methods, instruments, or strategies to enable 
students to more accurately self-evaluate. 
In research conducted by Ritchie and Williamon (2011) with 250 
college-aged students, similarities between music learning and 
performing were studied. Students were asked to complete two self-
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efficacy questionnaires, the Attitudes Toward Specific Musical 
Performances Activities 1 and 2. The authors stated that, since 
performance “is often at the forefront of students’ minds…how it could be 
enhanced should be investigated” (Ritchie & Williamon, 2011, p. 339).   
Self-efficacy has been labeled the “best predictor of music 
performance achievement” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 116). Zelenak (2011a) 
asserted that music teachers generally seemed to avoid emphasizing or 
nurturing a sense of self-efficacy in their students in their classrooms 
and rehearsals:  
These self-perceptions, however, are frequently overlooked by 
educators in the instruction they deliver to middle and high 
school students in band, chorus, and string orchestra 
classes. Instruction in these ensembles typically focuses on 
the development of students’ psychomotor skills related to 
performing music and ignores the self-perceptions associated 
with those skills…while taking little time to nurture their 
beliefs in those abilities. (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 1) 
Zelenak (2011a) theorized the fact that self-efficacy beliefs are not 
emphasized in teaching methods could be attributed to “a lack of 
knowledge, the absence of a valid and reliable measure, or inadequate 
strategies for developing self-efficacy” (p. 2). Scholars have suggested that 
a wealth of information is yet to be discovered regarding students’ 
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musical performance self-efficacy, especially with regards to music 
education and the influence of teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001; Zelenak, 2011a). These findings inspired me to 
continue research regarding the self-efficacy beliefs of secondary music 
students in public schools, and to gain a greater understanding of 
teacher self-efficacy beliefs and the use of self-efficacy enhancing 
techniques in their educational methods.  
 
Data Collection Instruments 
Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale. The first instrument I 
utilized in this study was the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale 
(MPSES; Zelenak, 2011b). Zelenak (2011a) designed the MPSES to 
“measure the sources of information that contribute to the development 
of self-efficacy in music performance” (p. 4). His findings that self-efficacy 
“has been greatly overlooked” led to his development of the MPSES to 
assist music teachers in evaluating their students’ musical performance 
self-efficacy (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 126). By administering the MPSES to 
their students, teachers are able to evaluate where their students may be 
lacking in self-efficacy development by using simple statistical 
mathematics or spreadsheet software (e.g., Excel). Zelenak (2011a) 
expressed his hope that teachers could use the information gained 
through the MPSES to provide their students with essential 
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“opportunities for success” (129). He strongly cautioned that the results 
of the MPSES should not be used for grading purposes, but for music 
teachers “to identify strengths and weaknesses and drive instruction” or 
to use as feedback “on the effectiveness of their instruction” (Zelenak, 
2011a, p. 130). 
The MPSES follows guidelines recommended by Bandura (2006b), 
including “multidomain measures, to properly judge a person’s sense of 
self-efficacy” (p. 307). Zelenak (2011a, 2015), however, used whole 
numbers ranging from 0 to 100 for the final revision of the MPSES, 
instead of Bandura’s (2006b) recommended 10-digit increments, 
conforming to other researchers such as Usher and Pajares (2009) who 
asserted that this type of scale would provide a greater level of internal 
consistency.  
A pilot study of the MPSES was conducted in a public middle 
school located in a suburban southwestern region of the United States 
and included 293 participants chosen by convenience sample (Zelenak, 
2010). Zelenak (2010) administered three self-efficacy scales: the Music 
Performance Self-Efficacy Scale, the Children’s Perceived Self-Efficacy 
Scales (Bandura, 1990), and the Writing Self-Efficacy Scale (Pajares & 
Valiante, 1999). Analysis of the three scales’ scores was intended only to 
validate the MPSES. Zelenak (2010) analyzed the scores “to identify 
missing data, recognize outliers, determine the normality of the data 
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distribution, and examine the relationships among the items” (p. 35).  
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was then used to test the 
results against Bandura’s (1986) proposed model within social cognitive 
theory. This analysis helped to specify, identify, estimate, and examine 
the model, and to make appropriate modifications (Zelenak, 2010). 
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was then used to determine 
the difference, if any, between music and non-music students. The 
results of the MANOVA were F(4, 287) = 42.88, p < .0001 and showed 
that the scores “were significantly different between musicians and non-
musicians on self-efficacy as a composite variable” (Zelenak, 2010, p. 
37). Non-music students were included to understand whether the 
MPSES could “discriminate between music and non-music students” 
(Zelenak, 2011a, p. 59).  
According to Harrington (2008), CFA can be used to analyze data 
or develop new ways to analyze data, including evaluating psychometric 
properties and method effects. Other researchers have utilized CFA and 
have found strong correlations between the sources of self-efficacy 
information (McCormick & McPherson, 2003; Usher & Pajares, 2008b). 
Although researchers have used two-, four-, and five-factor confirmatory 
factor models, the four-factor model followed more closely with Bandura’s 




Previously, researchers (see Hampton, 1998; Klassen, 2004; 
Matsui et al., 1990) have concurred that the four sources “are the only 
independent variables predicting self-efficacy” (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, 
p. 761). The MPSES encompasses items for all four sources of 
information to truly understand students’ music performance self-
efficacy. Moreover, Zelenak (2010) used Cronbach’s alpha to measure 
internal consistency for each section and “strong internal relationships 
were found” (Zelenak, 2010, p. 36). 
The final revision of the MPSES consisted of 24 items, 
encompassing 8 items for mastery experience, 5 items for vicarious 
experience, 6 items for verbal/social persuasion, and 5 items for 
physiological state (Zelenak, 2011a, 2015) (see Appendix A). This revision 
was used for his dissertation research and was administered to 10 
schools in both the western and southeastern regions of the United 
States (Zelenak, 2011a, 2015). Participants totaled 290 middle and high 
school students enrolled in band, chorus, and/or string ensembles. Each 
participant was administered “four online questionnaires: (a) Music 
Performance Self-Efficacy Scale, (b) Sources of Middle School 
Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale, (c) Self-Esteem of Musical Ability, and 
(d) Advanced Measures of Music Audiation” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. vi). 
Examples of items on the MPSES were cited previously in this chapter 
according to the four sources of self-efficacy information, and the entire 
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MPSES can be found in Appendix E. 
The MPSES itself generated internal consistencies between the 
sources of self-efficacy information: mastery experience (r = 0.91), 
vicarious experience (r = 0.71), verbal/social persuasion (r = 0.78), and 
physiological/affective states (r = 0.60) (Zelenak, 2011a). Moreover, 
internal consistency among the individual tests were high: (a) MPSES 
(α = 0.88), (b) Sources of Middle School Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale 
(α = 0.81), (c) Self-Esteem of Music Ability (α = 0.95), and (d) Advanced 
Measures of Music Audiation (α = 0.89) (Zelenak, 2011a). The 
relationships between the MPSES and the other tests were as follows: 
Sources of Middle School Mathematics Self-Efficacy Scale (r = 0.29), Self-
Esteem of Musical Ability (r = 0.67), and a test-retest procedure 
(r = 0.87), which resulted in “a high level of internal consistency 
(α = 0.88)” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 123). The scores were also found to be 
“unbiased” in measuring music performance self-efficacy in middle and 
high school students (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 50). 
From his findings, Zelenak (2011a) made several recommendations 
to teachers: 
 As students may be “easily discouraged” at the onset of an 
activity or task, teachers need to provide more mastery 
experiences so the students experience more successes than 
failures (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 128).  
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 Teachers must monitor students’ vicarious experiences, as 
students may experience models that “promote unfair 
comparisons” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 129).  
 As verbal/social persuasions (0.91) were found to be almost as 
strong as mastery experience (0.98) loadings, “positive feedback 
and experiences [for music students] are essential to forming 
self-efficacy beliefs” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 129).  
 Physiological and affective states, such as stress and anxiety, 
can be “debilitating” for music students (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 
130). Thus, coping strategies and/or enhanced mastery 
experiences need to be addressed in the classroom.  
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale. Former U.S. Secretary of 
Education Richard Riley (1998) stated the following about the importance 
of teachers to student achievement: 
Providing quality education means that we should invest in 
higher standards for all children, improved curricula, tests to 
measure student achievement, safe schools, and increased 
use of technology—but the most critical investment we can 
make is in well-qualified, caring, and committed teachers. 
Without good teachers to implement them, no educational 
reforms will succeed at helping all students learn to their full 
potential. (p. 18) 
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Historically, researchers were unable to locate or develop any 
scientific scale to provide a reliable and valid measurement of teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Findings indicated 
that previously developed scales were unsuccessful measurements. The 
Rand scale investigated whether teachers either “believed that they could 
control the reinforcement of their actions,” or whether teachers were able 
to teach motivated and unmotivated learners alike (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001, p. 784). Several researchers, in following the Rand scale, 
developed the Responsibility for Student Achievement (RSA), Teacher 
Locus of Control (TLC), and the Webb Scale. As social learning theory 
surfaced as a viable choice for enhancing education, however, 
researchers and educators alike began to search for more progressive 
ways to better understand and more scientifically measure teachers’ self-
efficacy beliefs and began to apply social learning theory to their methods 
of investigation (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 
 Gibson and Dembo (1984) developed the Teacher Efficacy Scale 
(TEF), a 30-item scale analyzing self-efficacy, or personal teaching 
efficacy (PTE), and outcome expectancy, or general teaching efficacy 
(GTE). However, continued research showed inconsistencies in the 
resulting data (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). During this time, 
Bandura (n.d.) developed a 30-item teacher self-efficacy scale, studying 
“efficacy to influence decision making, efficacy to influence school 
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resources, instructional efficacy, disciplinary efficacy, efficacy to enlist 
parental involvement, efficacy to enlist community involvement, and 
efficacy to create a positive school climate” using a 9-point scale 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 791). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy 
(2001) noted that reliability and validity were not located for Bandura’s 
unpublished scale.   
 Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) deemed “that a new measure of 
teacher efficacy that is both reliable and valid is needed,” and thus 
developed the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran 
& Hoy, 2001, p. 795). A team at The Ohio State University, composed of 
two researchers and eight graduate students with a mean of 11.9 years 
teaching experience, revised and supplemented Bandura’s unpublished 
scale. The result, named the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) 
was scrutinized through three separate studies and revised again. The 
final scale, named the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES), included 
24 items for the long version and 12 items for the short version and used 
a 9-point Likert-type scale with anchors at 1 (nothing), 3 (very little), 5 
(some degree), 7 (quite a bit), and 9 (a great deal) (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001). For the current study, I chose not to alter the TSES to fit the 
100-point scale as suggested by Bandura (2006b), and used by Zelenak 
(2011a) in the MPSES, as the TSES was originally tested and validated 
using the 9-point scale (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 
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Examples of questions included on the TSES are: 
 How much can you do to get through to the most 
difficult students? 
 How much can you do to foster student creativity? 
 How much can you do to help your students think 
critically? 
 To what extent can you use a variety of assessment 
strategies? 
 How well can you provide appropriate challenges for 
very capable students? (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 
2001, p. 800) 
The TSES in its entirety can be found in Appendix C. 
 Three moderately correlated factors were found by using factor 
analysis: (a) efficacy in student engagement (α = 0.94), (b) efficacy in 
instructional practices (α = 0.87), and (c) efficacy in classroom 
management (α = 0.90) (Tschannen-Moran, n.d.). The long form of the 
TSES consists of 24 items, encompassing 8 items for efficacy in student 
engagement, 8 items for efficacy in instructional strategies, and 8 items 
for efficacy in classroom management (Tschannen-Moran, n.d.). The 
scale was deemed highly reliable and valid with pre-service and in-
service teachers, although it was recommended that only the long form 
be used with pre-service teachers (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001).  
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 The researchers hoped that the development of the TSES would 
provide “a step forward” in teacher self-efficacy research (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 801). They hoped the research in teachers’ 
teaching capabilities would be taken more seriously in academia and 
would change pre-service teacher education programs because 
developing more apprentice-type learning strategies and moving away 
from mostly vicarious experiences to the most influential mastery 
experiences would enhance the pre-service teacher experience 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). The researchers found the TSES 
“should prove to be a useful tool for researchers interested in exploring 
the construct of teacher efficacy” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 
801) and that it was “superior to previous measures of teacher efficacy” 
(p. 802).   
 Since the TSES was developed, it has been used as a scientific 
measurement in several studies. Wolters and Daugherty (2007) 
administered the TSES to 1,024 Kindergarten through 12th grade 
teachers in Texas, researching the link between teachers’ motivational 
beliefs and instructional practices. Teachers were requested to complete 
a short demographic survey and the long version of the TSES, as well as 
the nine-item Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales. Findings indicated 
that teachers with more years of experience were “more confident” in 
their teaching abilities and were able to reach the “most difficult-to-reach 
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students” (Wolters & Daugherty, 2007, p. 188). The reason for the 
stronger confidence was unclear, although teacher attrition, or the lack 
thereof, in addition to continued professional development and modeling 
from master teachers were given as possible causes.  
Klassen and Chiu (2010) administered the short version of the 
TSES to 1,430 practicing teachers. Similar to results by Wolters and 
Daugherty (2007), their research indicated that teaching self-efficacy was 
affected by the number of years of teaching experience (Klassen & Chiu, 
2010). Stress and job satisfaction were also found to affect teaching self-
efficacy. Results from this study concurred with results from previous 
research, demonstrating a high correlation between teacher self-efficacy 
and job satisfaction, where teachers with stronger classroom 
management and instructional strategies had higher levels of job 
satisfaction. 
 In a study related to preschool teachers, Guo, Justice, Sawyer, and 
Tompkins (2011) gathered data for teacher and classroom factors 
affecting teaching self-efficacy. Forty preschool teachers were 
administered a demographic questionnaire, a 20-item version of the 
TSES called the Teacher’s Sense of the School as Community 
Questionnaire (see Battistich, Solomon, Watson, & Schaps, 1997), and 
the Classroom Assessment Scoring System-PreK (see Pianta, La Paro, & 
Hamre, 2008). Two major findings were discovered. First, teacher self-
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efficacy was “significantly correlated with…staff collaboration and their 
decision making” (p < .05; Guo et al., 2011, p. 965).. Second, there was 
“a significant interaction between teachers’ perceptions of staff 
collaboration and children’s engagement” (p < 0.05; Guo et al., 2011, p. 
965).  
 Tschannen-Moran and Johnson (2011) administered a 
demographic questionnaire, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy for Literacy 
Instruction (TSELI) and the TSES to 648 teachers in three different 
states. Results from the demographic questionnaire suggested that 
teacher preparation programs have “the potential to provide powerful 
learning experiences,” impacting the pre-service teachers’ sense of 
efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011, p. 759). The comparison of 
results from the TSELI and TSES showed commonalities in general 
teaching self-efficacy; however, subject-specific efficacy was stronger 
than general teaching self-efficacy, including classroom management 
skills or student engagement, which is in line with Bandura’s (1986) 
findings.  
 Stronge, Ward, and Grant (2011), as the second part of a two-part 
study, utilized the short version of the TSES to evaluate differences in 
student achievement based on the effectiveness of their teachers. For the 
TSES portion of the study, 32 teachers were chosen from the original 307 
fifth grade teachers who participated in the first part of the study: 17 
  
66
from the top quartile results of student achievement, and 15 from the 
bottom. Stronge et al. (2011) stated, “teachers have a measurable impact 
on student learning,” finding the difference between student achievement 
with more effective and less effective teachers to be “more than 30 
percentile points” (p. 348).    
O’Neill and Stephenson (2012) administered 573 Australian pre-
service teachers both the 24-item version of the TSES and the 30-item 
Teaching Efficacy Sources Inventory (TESI). They concurred with other 
researchers that pre-service teachers should gain experience with school-
aged children in many contexts and “should participate in as many 
diverse experiences as possible” (O’Neill & Stephenson, 2012, p. 544). 
Tanriseven (2012) also administered the long version of the TSES, 
translated into Turkish, to 195 primary school teachers and 140 primary 
school pre-service teachers (author used the term “teacher candidate”) at 
Mersin University in Turkey to find any differences of teacher self-efficacy 
between teachers and pre-service teachers. Results illustrated that 
experienced teachers held higher self-efficacy beliefs than the pre-service 
teachers. The authors stated that their results aligned with Bandura’s 
suggestion in that mastery experience was found to be the most 
influential of the four sources of self-efficacy information. No differences 
were found in regards to gender, which concurred with many other 
research results. In line with Tschannen-Moran and Hoy’s suggestion 
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(2001), Tanriseven (2012) proposed that pre-service teachers be given 
more “direct experience to increase teachers’ self-efficacy levels” (p. 
1483).  
Lee, Cawthon, and Dawson (2013) used the short version of the 
TSES to compare the teaching self-efficacy of both elementary and 
secondary teachers and potential conceptual changes in teaching 
pedagogy through drama-based instruction. Results showed that 
elementary teachers held significantly stronger beliefs in their self-
efficacy for classroom management and the ability to engage students; 
however, secondary teachers held stronger self-efficacy beliefs in 
instructional methods (Lee et al., 2013).   
Ghasemboland and Hashim (2013) administered the short version 
of the TSES to English teachers in one Middle Eastern country in Asia. 
Results showed that the teachers in this study felt most confident with 
classroom management (M = 7.54) and least confident with instructional 
strategies (M = 7.10). Teachers who perceived they had sufficient English 
proficiency, however, tended to believe in their ability to keep students 
engaged in the learning process (Ghasemboland & Hashim, 2013). 
Kurt, Güngör, and Ekici (2014) sought “to evaluate the relationship 
among teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions, self-efficacy perceptions 
regarding teaching process, and responsibility perception for student 
achievement” (p. 803). Self-efficacy results were high for student 
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teachers. Female teachers tended to have greater self-efficacy perceptions 
than their male counterparts, however, this result could have been due 
to the higher number of female participants in the research study. The 
researchers concluded, “having sufficient self-efficacy perception and 
high responsibility perception is so essential to be able to become 
qualified teachers” (Kurt, Güngör, & Ekici, 2014, p. 806). 
 
Summary 
With no attempt there can be no failure; with no failure, no 
humiliation…It is determined by the ratio of our actualities 
to our supposed potentialities. (James, 1892, p. 54) 
William James (1892) astutely expressed that “our self-feeling is 
our power” (p. 55). This declaration is the foundation of self-efficacy, in 
that “people are…architects of their own destinies” (Bandura, 1997, p. 8). 
We, as music educators, must help our students design their own 
destinies by nurturing the four sources of self-efficacy information in 
their music education. Furthermore, we must fulfill this goal and create 
our own destinies through nurturing self-efficacy as we strive to 
strengthen our own levels of self-efficacy. Usher and Pajares (2008b) 
offered an eloquent summary:  
Studies of the sources of self-efficacy will be enriched by 
attending to students’ habits of thinking—their 
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predispositions toward viewing the world and their 
preconceptions about school, learning, and their academic 
selves. (Usher & Pajares, 2008b, p. 790) 
As a theoretical framework, Bandura’s (1986, 1997) social 
cognitive theory, specifically as it relates to self-efficacy and educational 
methods in music, provides a unique opportunity to evaluate music 
performance self-efficacy. Four sources of information—mastery 
experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological and affective states—are theorized to contribute to the 
development of self-efficacy beliefs. Since the development of Bandura’s 
theory of social cognition during the late 20th century, the concept of self-
efficacy has risen to become an important research topic for educational 
methods (see Usher & Pajares, 2008b).  
Zelenak (2011a, 2015) developed the MPSES to meet the needs of 
teachers seeking to nurture self-efficacy in their students for music 
performance, while Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) developed the 
TSES to investigate teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Prior research strongly 
supports the need for further self-efficacy research in music education, 
and in particular the relationship between self-efficacy and music 
performance (Zelenak, 2011a, 2015). My study helped to fill a void 
previously left in music education research by expanding on Zelenak’s 
(2011a, 2015) research with MPSES results being gathered from music 
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students enrolled in public schools, and by comparing and contrasting 
their self-efficacy beliefs to the teaching experiences, educational 
backgrounds, and self-efficacy beliefs of their teachers. A pretest-posttest 
design with teacher intervention provided further insight into the 
importance of incorporating self-efficacy enhancing strategies into 
current instructional methods. I hope that findings from this study will 
enlighten teachers everywhere to the benefits of finding ways of 













Through this study, I proposed to discover whether the teaching 
experiences, educational backgrounds, and self-efficacy beliefs of music 
teachers influence music student self-efficacy beliefs, and whether music 
student self-efficacy beliefs changed between the pretest and posttest 
with music teacher intervention of using self-efficacy enhancing teaching 
methods in the classroom. Data were collected in specified West Virginia 
public secondary (middle and high) schools from music students in 
grades 6 through 12 and from their music teachers.  
Music students were administered the Music Performance Self-
Efficacy Scale (MPSES) twice, once before and once after an eight-week 
intervention period, and the students’ music teachers were administered 
the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) once before the eight-week 
intervention period. Data collected from music teachers of the 
participating secondary public school music students was included in 
this study to discover the extent to which factors such as teaching 
experience, educational background, and/or teacher self-efficacy 
contribute to enhancing their respective students’ music performance 
self-efficacy beliefs.  
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The study also involved intervention techniques used by trained 
teachers. I added this variable for two reasons, first to extend Zelenak’s 
work, and second to investigate the effects of teachers nurturing their 
students’ self-efficacy beliefs. In other words, the teachers in the 
treatment group were provided suggested self-efficacy enhancing 
techniques to help bolster their students’ music performance self-
efficacy. These suggestions included assigning moderately difficult tasks, 
using peer models, teaching to students’ interests, and giving frequent, 
focused feedback. It was my desire that the results from this study would 
provide researchers and practitioners with a greater understanding of 
how their students’ overall musical performance success is affected, not 
only by the teacher’s background and beliefs, but also by actively 
nurturing the four sources of self-efficacy in classroom instructional 
methods.  
The research questions guiding this study were: 
1. What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information (mastery experience, vicarious 
experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states) and: (a) student grade level, (b) 




2. a. What is the relationship between the students’ self-efficacy 
beliefs for music performance and music teacher self-
efficacy? 
b. What is the interaction between music teacher self-
efficacy beliefs and student grade level for students’ self-
efficacy beliefs for music performance? 
3. a. What is the effect of teacher intervention on student self-
efficacy? 
b. What is the interaction between music teacher 
intervention and student grade level for students’ self-
efficacy beliefs for music performance? 
 
Participants 
This study measured the self-efficacy beliefs of two categories of 
participants: (a) music students currently enrolled in grades 6 through 
12 in West Virginia public schools (N = 242), and (b) the music students’ 
respective music teachers (N = 5). Originally seven teachers agreed to 
participate in the study, however, due to unforeseen circumstances, two 
dropped out of the study after the initial testing window began. I believed 
that gaining a better understanding of the students’ music teachers’ 
teaching experiences, educational backgrounds, and teaching self-
efficacy provided additional data enriching the results for this study.  
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Formal permission was obtained from the superintendent of the 
school district and music teachers of all participating schools. Upon 
gaining permission, packages were delivered to each participating 
teacher. The packages contained the written consent forms (parents, 
teachers, and students 18 years and older), assent forms (students 17 
and under), and self-efficacy techniques (Appendix F). 
Criteria for student participation included current enrollment in all 
of the following: (a) a public school in West Virginia, (b) a music class at 
that school, and (c) a school grade between 6 and 12. Only students 
currently enrolled in music classes in grades 6 through 12 were 
considered for participation because research has indicated that younger 
children tend not to provide reliable self-efficacy feedback as they are 
less developmentally mature (Bandura 1986; Usher & Pajares, 2008b; 
Joët et al., 2011; Zelenak, 2011a, 2015). As signed consent/assent forms 
were not required per Boston University’s Institutional Review Board, all 
completed surveys were included in the data analysis (N = 242). 
The criterion for music teacher participation was current 
employment by a West Virginia public school. All participating teachers 
were included in the final data analysis (N = 5). Public schools, music 
teachers, and student participants were selected through convenience 
sampling, as the researcher lives and works in West Virginia. Because 
this study used a convenience sample, the results cannot be generalized 
  
75
to a larger population. West Virginia public schools, music teachers, 
student participants, and/or their parents/guardians did not receive any 
compensation for participation in this research study. In lieu of this, the 
final written document will be made available to the superintendent and 
school board.  
 
Instruments 
In this study I included diverse perspectives from secondary West 
Virginia public school music students and from their music teachers, 
with information gathered through two demographic surveys and two 
self-efficacy scales. The self-efficacy scales were:  
 The Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES)— administered 
on two separate occasions to a treatment group and a control 
group of secondary school music students, once just before and 
once immediately after an eight-week period of teacher 
intervention. 
 The Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES)— administered to the 
participating music teachers once before the eight-week 
intervention period.  
These two surveys were used in their entirety and were not altered in any 
way. Two demographic surveys, one for students and one for teachers, 
were also constructed for this study. 
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Zelenak (2010, 2011a) designed the MPSES to provide “a greater 
understanding of self-efficacy in music performance” (Zelenak, 2011a, p. 
10). This scale utilized a 24-item 100-point scale and was administered 
to all music student participants in the study, including both the 
treatment and the control groups. The MPSES was discussed in detail in 
Chapter 2, including its pilot study and testing of reliability and validity. 
Although the MPSES was currently in press at the onset of my study, I 
was granted permission to use this scale in my doctoral research (M. 
Zelenak, personal communication, May 6, 2012). Pertinent student 
demographic information, which was obtained immediately before both 
administrations of the MPSES, included student initials, birth date, 
gender, current grade in school, school name, and music teacher name. 
The student demographic information was used to associate the student 
information to that of their respective teacher’s demographic information, 
and to compare student MPSES pretest and posttest results.  
The TSES was developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) for 
measuring teachers’ efficacy in: (a) instructional strategies, (b) classroom 
management, and (c) student engagement. This scale, which uses a 24-
item 9-point Likert scale, was administered to music teachers who 
currently taught at one of the public schools participating in the study. 
Dr. Tschannen-Moran granted me permission to use this scale in my 
doctoral research (M. Tschannen-Moran, personal communication, May 
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30, 2013). Pertinent teacher demographic information, which was 
requested immediately prior to the administration of the TSES, included 
teaching experience, educational background, school name, and grade 
level(s) taught. The validity and reliability of the TSES have been tested, 
and the published results were discussed in Chapter 2. 
 The TSES helped determine the teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in three 
areas: (a) efficacy in student engagement, (b) efficacy in instructional 
practices, and (c) efficacy in classroom management (Tschannen-Moran 
& Hoy, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, n.d.). The numerical results were 
grouped into three categories: low (0–3.9), medium (4–6.9), and high  
(7–9), with the categories being compared to the students’ MPSES 
results. I utilized categories instead of raw scores in order to group the 
teachers’ scores for comparison to the MPSES results. The scale was 
found “to be a useful tool for researchers interested in exploring the 
construct of teacher efficacy” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001, p. 801) 
and to be “superior to previous measures of teacher efficacy” (p. 802).   
Student demographic surveys for this study were modeled upon 
the format used by Zelenak (2011a, 2015), but with slight modifications. 
These modifications included not asking for students’ race or specific 
musical ensemble, but requesting students’ initials and school name. 
Teacher demographic surveys closely resembled Wolters and Daughtery’s 
(2007) model, with very slight modifications. These modifications 
  
78
included requesting the teacher’s name and not requesting what specific 
subject areas were taught. Three experts were asked to provide feedback 
on both teacher and student demographic surveys, and changes were 
made to the surveys as deemed necessary. The experts were chosen by 
convenience sample, and all had a bachelor’s or advanced degree in 
music performance, education, and/or music education. They were given 
the opportunity to provide written open-ended feedback. I then took all 
feedback into consideration and edited the surveys as needed. 
 
Data Collection 
To collect data for this study, all participating students were 
administered both a demographic survey and the MPSES. These surveys 
were administered at the participating schools via the Internet within one 
week before the scheduled eight-week teacher intervention period of the 
treatment group and control group (Appendices B and C). Before the 
initial testing window, all music teachers who had consented to 
participate in the study were sent a handout via email message that 
included the hyperlink to an online version of the MPSES. The teachers 
were asked to disseminate the hyperlink to the students on the day that 
the students took the MPSES. If requested, I provided the music teachers 
with hard copies of the handout for distribution to their students.  
I administered the online survey using Survey Monkey and it took 
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student participants less than 15 minutes to complete both the 
demographic survey and MPSES. Surveys were completed at the 
students’ respective schools, during regular class time, on school 
computers or tablets. I anticipated a moderate to high rate of return, 
with at least 200 student participants, as the surveys were completed 
during class time in both the middle and high schools; my expectations 
were met in this study (N = 242). 
All student MPSES responses needed to be completed between 
September 15 and September 19, 2014 (i.e., within one week 
immediately before the intervention period). Reminder email messages 
were sent to participating music teachers on days 1 and 4 of the one-
week testing window. Participants were informed of the deadline for 
MPSES responses at the start of the data collection window.   
Music students were asked to respond to the 24 MPSES items on 
self-efficacy beliefs, assigning each item a whole-number value ranging 
from zero (0) to 100, with zero being the lowest and 100 being the highest 
(Zelenak, 2011a). As discussed in Chapter 1, of the 24 items on the 
MPSES, eight had been correlated with mastery experience, five with 
vicarious experience, six with verbal/social persuasion, and five with 
physiological/affective states (Appendix A). For all four sources of self-
efficacy information, student responses from the related items were 
analyzed through a doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate 
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analysis of variance (MANOVA) utilizing: 
• five between-subject independent variables  
o grade level  
o teaching experience  
o educational background  
o teacher self-efficacy  
o teacher intervention 
• four dependent variables 
o mastery experience  
o vicarious experience  
o verbal/social persuasion  
o physiological/affective states 
• MPSES administration:  
o first administration (pre-eight-week period)  
o second administration (post-eight-week period) 
Immediately before the MPSES was administered to both the 
control and treatment groups, all students completed a short 
demographic survey to gather each student’s pertinent information, 
including student’s initials, birth date, gender, grade level, teacher’s 
name, and school attended. This information was used to link the 
students’ responses with those of their teachers and between the pretest 
and posttest surveys. The MPSES was administered twice, once before 
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and once after an eight-week teacher intervention period, and measured 
the students’ music performance self-efficacy beliefs. The results of the 
pre- and posttest of the MPSES allowed me to compare data regarding 
students’ self-efficacy beliefs over the course of an eight-week period of 
time.  
 Data regarding music teacher self-efficacy beliefs were gathered 
through an online demographic survey and the TSES, also through 
Survey Monkey (Appendices D and E). These data were collected during 
the same one-week testing period before the eight-week teacher 
intervention period of the treatment group. The teacher demographic 
survey gathered pertinent information, including each teacher’s name, 
school of employment, grades taught, educational background, and 
teaching experience. This information was analyzed against the students’ 
MPSES responses.  
 The TSES was administered once prior to the eight-week teacher 
intervention and measured the teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs through a 
24-item 9-point Likert scale. Participants should have required less than 
15 minutes to complete both the music teacher demographic survey and 
the TSES. I expected a favorable response rate from teacher surveys; 
however, out of 43 possible teachers, only seven agreed to participate in 
the research—four middle school teachers and three high school 
teachers. One middle school teacher and one high school teacher 
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dropped out of the study after the data collection window began. Of the 
remaining five teachers, all completed the entire teacher demographic 
surveys and the entire TSES.   
Music teachers were requested to respond to the 24 TSES items by 
assigning a whole number between 1 and 9, with 1 being “nothing” and 9 
being “a great deal” (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). This information 
was analyzed together with the MPSES results and the teacher 
demographic information (e.g., teaching experience and educational 
background). 
I designed the data collection through Survey Monkey so that 
students and music teachers were not required to answer every question, 
per Boston University’s IRB requirements. All participating teachers (N = 
5) answered each survey completely, and almost all student surveys (N = 
242) were fully completed. Surveys that were left blank were deleted from 
the data analysis. Before the start of the data collection window, all 
music teachers, students’ parents/guardians, and students were 
provided with written consent/assent forms, but signed consent/assent 
was not required for this study per IRB regulations.  
The music teachers and the students in their classes were 
randomly assigned to the treatment or control group by means of 
randomly selecting teachers’ names. The student population of both the 
control and treatment groups were not equal, however; Approximately 
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one-third of the total number of student participants were in the control 
group, and two-thirds of the total number of student participating were 
in the treatment group, as the teachers had quite varying numbers of 
students.  
After students were administered the MPSES for the first time, the 
participating music teachers in the treatment group were directed to 
implement self-efficacy enhancing instructional methods into their 
current teaching methods over an eight-week time period. These methods 
were suggested by Margolis and McCabe (2006) and compiled into a 
teacher resource by Kirk (n.d.). These suggested strategies were emailed 
and hand-delivered prior to the eight-week intervention period of the 
treatment group (Appendix F).  
Within one week after the treatment group completed the eight-
week teacher intervention period, the MPSES was re-administered to all 
music students in both the control and treatment groups at each of the 
participating schools. Only 1 of the 5 participating music teachers 
administered the MPSES during the posttest week. Due to the testing 
dates and the school calendar, no data were collected again for two 
weeks after the posttest window, as students and staff were on holiday 
the entire week. All remaining surveys were collected two weeks past the 
suggested deadline.  
All data were analyzed through MANOVA according to the research 
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variables and research questions guiding this study. Any similarities 
and/or differences with regard to history, maturation, statistical 
regression, experimental mortality, and selection-maturation interaction 
will be discussed in Chapter 4 (see Gall et al., 2003, p. 370–373).  
All participant names, survey responses, and demographic 
information were coded and kept confidential using research 
identification numbers. Only my doctoral advisors and I had access to 
the research ID numbers, demographic information, and responses to 
the MPSES and TSES. All demographic information and survey 
responses were kept in a locked filing cabinet, to be destroyed seven 
years after the conclusion of this research study, per IRB standards. All 
surveys that were not completely filled out were not included in the data 
analysis and written report. 
 
Data Analysis 
The doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate analysis of 
variance was chosen for analyzing the data, because results would show 
how the students and teachers in the various groups differ in their joint 
distribution of the four dependent variables (e.g., the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance). As discussed 
in Chapter 1, the data results of the MPSES and TSES provided the 
groundwork for fulfilling the research purposes guiding this study: (a) to 
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discover to what extent the independent variables of teachers’ teaching 
experiences, educational backgrounds, and teaching self-efficacy 
influence the dependent variables of mastery experience, vicarious 
experience, verbal/social persuasion, and physiological/affective states, 
and (b) to discover to what extent students’ self-efficacy beliefs change 
between pretest and posttest with teacher intervention. 
The doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) research design consisted of five between-subjects 
independent variables (i.e., grade level, teaching experience, educational 
background, teacher self-efficacy, and teacher intervention) and four 
dependent variables (i.e., the four sources of self-efficacy information: 
mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states) for each level of one within-subjects 
independent variable (MPSES administration: first administration [pre-
eight-week period] and second administration [post-eight-week period]) 
(Lindman, 1992). Because of unequal and low cell counts in the data 
collection, it was not possible to estimate all the main and interaction 
effects in the mixed-design multivariate analysis of variance, as originally 
designed; hence, the five between-subjects independent variables were 
analyzed individually. There were multivariate tests for the main effects, 
and tests of between-subjects effects for the main effects and interactions 
for each dependent (response) variable. The information gleaned from the 
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multivariate and between-subjects test provided data to answer the 
research questions guiding this study.  
RQ1: What is the relationship between the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information (mastery experience, 
vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states) and: (a) student grade level, (b) 
music teacher teaching experience, and (c) music teacher 
educational background? 
a. MPSES results were analyzed according to student grade level 
(i.e., middle or high school). 
b.  MPSES results were analyzed according to teachers’ years of 
teaching experience (i.e., 1st year of teaching, 1–5 years, 6–10 
years, or 11 or more years). 
c. MPSES results were analyzed according to teacher educational 
backgrounds (i.e., bachelor’s, master’s, master’s plus, doctorate, 
or other). 
RQ2a: What is the relationship between the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance and 
music teacher self-efficacy? 
MPSES results were analyzed according to teacher self-efficacy 
beliefs (i.e., low, medium, or high). 
  
87
RQ2b: What is the interaction between music teacher self-
efficacy beliefs and student grade level for students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance? 
MPSES results could not be analyzed due to the small high school 
teacher sample.  
RQ3a: What is the relationship between the students’ four 
sources of self-efficacy information for music performance and 
music teacher intervention? 
MPSES results were compared according to teacher intervention. 
RQ3b: What is the interaction between music teacher 
intervention and student grade level for students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance? 
MPSES results were compared according to teacher intervention 
and student grade level.  
 
External and Internal Validity 
There were three possible threats to external validity. First, the use 
of a convenience sample of participants for this study could have 
resulted in a selection bias (Orcher, 2005). Although I currently teach in 
West Virginia and have had interactions with many of the music teachers 
in the state, the only interaction I had with the participating music 
teachers was to disseminate the information about the study and email 
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correspondence. I had no interaction with the student participants. 
Furthermore, I had no interaction, electronic or otherwise, with any of 
the participants during the administration of the MPSES or TSES, or 
during the eight-week treatment intervention period.  
Second, although the music teachers were asked to disseminate 
the hyperlink to the students and to administer the MPSES in their 
classrooms or school computer labs, it was not possible to fully regulate 
the testing site (Orcher, 2005). To address this issue, music teachers 
were instructed to accompany their students to the testing site and to be 
in the room while the students completed the MPSES. The music 
teachers were also informed that, while they could help their students set 
up the computers or tablets and software to complete the survey, and 
assist in completing the demographic information sections, they must 
refrain from offering any verbal or physical assistance while the students 
responded to the MPSES questions. 
Third, although the teachers were asked to complete the data 
collection process prior to the one-week holiday, only one teacher was 
able to accomplish this. Thus, the remaining data were not collected 
until two weeks after the final testing window. Although I highly doubt 
this caused a major change in the final results, the delay could have 
affected the maturation of the posttest results.  
Reasons for possible changes include, but are not limited to, some 
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classes receiving more treatment, or less treatment, and a longer 
maturation time between the pretest and posttest. The two-week 
difference may have caused some students to forget some of the 
treatment strategies they learned over the course of the week-long 
holiday, which, in turn, could have lessened their personal self-efficacy 
beliefs, ultimately lowering their MPSES posttest scores. On the other 
hand, teachers may have ingrained the suggested self-efficacy enhancing 
strategies into their regular classroom teaching to the extent that the 
students received an extra week of treatment prior to taking the MPSES 
posttest, ultimately raising the MPSES posttest scores.  
 
Ethical Issues 
This study followed Boston University’s Institutional Review 
Board’s standards. All music teachers, parents/guardians, and students 
were provided with written consent/assent forms, although IRB waived 
signed consent per 45 CFR 46.117(c)(2) (E. Szkutak, Personal 
correspondence, September 3, 2014). All participants received the 
research rationale and an explanation of how their participation would 
contribute to a better understanding of how nurturing self-efficacy beliefs 
in students affects music performance self-efficacy beliefs. All 
participants had the right to be removed from the study at any time, even 
if the surveys had been completed. No payment or incentive was offered 
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for participation. Other than the time commitment required to participate 
in this study, no hardship or risk to any participant should have arisen. 
All surveys and scales completed by all consenting/assenting 
participants were included in the statistical analysis and in the final 
written report. No actual names or identifying information were included 
in the written report; however, pseudonyms were used when deemed 
necessary. Disinterested persons, who did not have access to any 
personal identifying information, provided assistance with all statistical 
analysis, interpretation, and writing. All paperwork with personal 
information was kept in a locked filing cabinet and on my password-
protected computer, with access limited to my advisor and myself. All 
forms, paperwork, and correspondence via the Internet will be destroyed 












The research questions of this study were twofold: (a) to what 
extent do the teaching experiences, educational backgrounds, and self-
efficacy beliefs of teachers influence student self-efficacy beliefs; and (b) 
to what extent do student self-efficacy beliefs change between pretest and 
posttest with teacher intervention of using self-efficacy enhancing 
teaching methods. A demographic survey and the Music Performance 
Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES) were administered before and after an eight-
week intervention period. Participants were students in grades 6 through 
12 in one school district in West Virginia. Additionally, a demographic 
survey and the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) were administered 
to the participating music teachers, and results were compared to their 
students’ MPSES results.  
The doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate analysis of 
variance was chosen for analyzing the data. This design consisted of five 
between-subjects independent variables (grade level, teaching experience, 
educational background, teacher self-efficacy, and teacher intervention) 
and four dependent variables (mastery experience, vicarious experience, 
verbal/social persuasion, and physiological/affective states). Each 
dependent variable was analyzed for each level of the pre and post MPES 
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results. Dr. Frederick Lawrence of I E Consulting was contracted to 
assist in the statistical analysis. 
I discuss the results in accordance with the individual research 
questions as listed below. Data derived from the student demographic 
surveys, MPSES administrations, teacher demographic surveys, and 
TSES administrations were analyzed to address the research questions. 
Because of unequal and low cell counts in the data collection, it was not 
possible to estimate all the main and interaction effects in the mixed-
design multivariate analysis of variance as originally designed, so the five 
between-subjects independent variables were analyzed individually.  
 
Research Question 1a—Student Self-Efficacy and Grade Level 
• What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance and 
student grade level? 
For this research question, the model was a doubly-multivariate 
mixed-design multivariate analysis of variance involving only the 
between-subjects independent variable (grade level), the within-subjects 
variable (pretest/posttest), and the four dependent variables. As 
expected, mean scores for all variables were higher for high school 
students than for middle school, likely due to maturity and more 
performance opportunities. For the pretest, mastery experience was 
  
93
discovered to have the greatest mean difference overall, with mastery 
experience means for high school students averaging more than 11 
points higher than those for middle school students. Mastery experience 
was followed in importance by physiological/affective states, vicarious 
experience, and verbal/social persuasion respectively (see Table 1).  
For the posttest, however, a slightly different pattern emerged. 
Vicarious experience (i.e., modeling) means surpassed mastery 
experience (i.e., successful performance of a task) means, with the 
greatest difference between middle and high school students (8.46 
points). The next greatest difference was mastery experience means (7.79 
points), followed by physiological/affective states (i.e., psychological or 
physical condition) means (5.41 points), and verbal/social persuasion 
(i.e., peer support) means (3.81 points) (see Table 1). All four sources 
were demonstrated to be statistically significant (p = 0.001). 
There was no difference between high school and middle school 
students in the pre-post changes (p = 0.687). Averaging the differences in 
all four variables, we see only a 0.60 difference between the middle 
school and high school student scores. There was, however, a trend in 
the raw score analysis for high school scores to be slightly higher for all 
four sources of self-efficacy information. This could suggest that maturity 
and experience occur as a natural part of advancing to high school. 
Further research might clarify this effect.  
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Table 1. Student Means in Relation to Grade Level 






Pretest 74.58 85.69 11.10 
Posttest 80.78 88.57 7.79 
Change 6.20 2.88 3.32 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 69.51 74.96 5.46 
Posttest 75.69 84.14 8.46 
Change 6.19 9.18 2.99 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 78.13 83.09 85.91 
Posttest 85.08 88.89 3.81 
Change 6.95 5.80 1.15 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 79.59 85.91 6.32 
Posttest 83.65 89.06 5.41 
Change 4.07 3.15 0.92 
Overall Mean Change 5.85 5.25 0.60 
 
 
Research Question 1b—Student Self-Efficacy and Teacher 
Experience 
• What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance and music 
teacher teaching experience? 
I used a doubly-multivariate mixed-design multivariate analysis of 
variance involving only the between-subjects independent variable 
(teaching experience), the within-subjects variable (pretest/posttest), and 
the four dependent variables. It is important to note that only three of 
the four teaching experience categories were utilized in this study, as no 
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teacher in this study had taught for less than one year. As shown in 
Table 2, students in the 6–10 years of teaching experience category 
scored, on average, slightly higher than the other two categories (1–5 
years and 11 or more years) for both the pretest and posttest, except for 
the posttest mastery experience category. Although teachers’ years of 
teaching experience were compared to the students’ MPSES results, the 
teachers were not the subjects in this study; the independent variables 
relating to teachers were included only to see the influence they had on 
students’ MPSES results. 
The mean changes in the between-subjects groups were found to 
be significant (p = 0.001); however, within-subjects scores in the teaching 
experience groups did not differ from the pretest to posttest (p = 0.550). 
Although there was no within-subjects significant difference, there was a 
trend that might warrant further study: Students in a class taught by a 
teacher with 11 or more years of teaching experience had the highest 
mean changes, with an average mean change of 7.05, followed by 
students taught by teachers with 6–10 years and 1–5 years of teaching 
experience, with average mean changes of 5.16 and 3.63, respectively 
(see Table 2). As no within-subjects significant difference was found, 
questions arose as to how teachers who had the greatest teaching 
experience positively influenced their students’ MPSES scores more than 
teachers with less experience. Future research might demonstrate what 
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knowledge or strategies presumably more experienced teachers possess 
over their more novice counterparts. 
 
 
Table 2. Student Means in Relation to Teaching Experience 
Dependent Variables 1–5 years 6–10 years 11+ years 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 76.81 80.91 78.25 
Posttest 80.88 84.23 85.07 
Change 4.07 3.23 6.82 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 68.74 75.28 69.58 
Posttest 72.41 81.05 80.42 
Change 3.67 5.77 10.84 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 83.85 79.31 79.03 
Posttest 88.32 86.59 85.76 
Change 4.47 7.27 6.72 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 80.17 83.50 81.71 
Posttest 82.48 87.77 85.53 
Change 2.32 4.27 3.82 




Research Question 1c – Student Self-Efficacy and Teacher 
Educational Background 
• What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance and music 
teacher educational background? 
I analyzed the data using a doubly-multivariate mixed-design 
multivariate analysis of variance involving only the between-subjects 
independent variable (educational background), the within-subjects 
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variable (pretest/posttest), and the four dependent variables. Raw score 
results showed that students who were taught by teachers with 
bachelor’s degrees scored slightly higher than did students who were 
taught by teachers with master’s degrees. Interestingly, students taught 
by teachers in both the bachelor’s and master’s degree categories scored 
significantly higher than did students in the master’s plus category (see 
Table 3). That is, the students of teachers who held bachelor’s or 
master’s degrees scored higher on the MPSES for both the pretest and 
posttest for all four sources of self-efficacy information; however, 
students of teachers who held master’s plus degrees demonstrated the 
greatest mean changes for all four sources. 
The mean changes in the between-subjects groups were found to 
be significant (p = 0.001); however, the within-subjects mean changes in 
the scores from the pretest to the posttest did not differ in the 
educational background groups (p = 0.451). As can be seen in Table 3, 
although the within-subjects mean changes in the scores did not differ, 
the students in each category studied did improve their scores between 
pretest and posttest for each of the four sources of self-efficacy 
information, the greatest change occurring in the master’s plus category. 
Further research with a larger sample could help distinguish why the 
students in the master’s plus category were able to raise their scores on 
average 8.60 points between the pretest and posttest. 
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Table 3. Student Means in Relation to Teacher Educational Background 
Dependent Variables Bachelor’s Master’s Master’s Plus 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 82.73 77.67 69.27 
Posttest 86.01 82.91 78.55 
Change 3.28 5.25 9.28 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 72.89 79.07 60.72 
Posttest 80.23 84.1 70.55 
Change 7.34 5.03 9.83 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 83.34 78.59 71.93 
Posttest 88.70 86.62 80.29 
Change 5.36 8.03 8.36 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 86.87 84.49 74.11 
Posttest 83.99 87.43 81.05 
Change 2.87 2.94 6.94 
Overall Mean Change 4.71 5.31 8.60 
 
 
Research Question 2a—Student Self-Efficacy and Teacher Self- 
Efficacy 
• What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance and music 
teacher self-efficacy? 
I analyzed the data using a doubly-multivariate mixed-design 
multivariate analysis of variance involving only the between-subjects 
independent variable (teacher self-efficacy), the within-subjects variable 
(pretest/posttest), and the four dependent variables. The between 
subjects groups differed in their joint distribution (p = 0.001); however, 
the pretest/posttest mean scores did not differ in the teacher self-efficacy 
  
99
groups (p = 0.576). That is, no teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs in his/her 
teaching had a great impact on the joint distributions of the statistical 
analysis. It is important to note that no teacher scored in the low 
category, so only two of the three categories were compared. 
Interestingly, looking at the raw scores, the students in the high 
teacher self-efficacy category had an overall mean change of almost two 
points above students in the medium teacher self-efficacy category for 
both the pretest and posttest (see Table 4).  
Medium Teacher Self-Efficacy Category: 
1. MPSES scores were higher for both pretest and posttest for all  
four sources. 
2. Mean change scores were greater for vicarious experience. 
High Teacher Self-Efficacy Category:  
1. Mean change scores were greater for three of the four sources: 
mastery experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states. 
2. Overall mean change was greater (1.74 points). 
Although both the medium and high teacher self-efficacy categories 
showed improvement in the raw scores, the overall mean change between 




Table 4. Student Means in Relation to Teacher Self-Efficacy Level 
Dependent Variables Medium High 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 82.01 77.03 
Posttest 86.23 82.34 
Change 4.22 5.31 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 73.59 70.43 
Posttest 81.35 77.55 
Change 7.76 7.12 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 84.99 76.85 
Posttest 89.77 84.49 
Change 4.78 7.63 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 84.74 80.37 
Posttest 86.25 85.53 
Change 1.51 5.16 
Overall Mean Change 4.57 6.31 
 
 
Research Question 2b—Student Self-Efficacy, Grade Level, and  
Teacher Self-Efficacy 
• What is the interaction between music teacher self-efficacy 
beliefs and student grade level for students’ four sources of 
self-efficacy information for music performance? 
Due to the data collected specific to this study, research question 
2b could not be analyzed in a doubly-multivariate mixed-design 
multivariate analysis of variance, as there was a small sample of high 
school teachers who participated in the current study (N = 2). In 
observing the raw scores, however, some changes between teacher self-
efficacy level and grade level were found, with the greatest overall mean 
change occurring in middle school. As can be seen in Table 5, students 
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in the high teacher self-efficacy category did not necessarily have mean 
scores greater than students in the medium teacher self-efficacy 
category. However, the overall mean change for the middle school high 
teacher self-efficacy category was over 3 points greater than the middle 
school medium teacher self-efficacy category. 
The same was not true for high school, however, as students in the 
medium teacher self-efficacy category consistently scored higher for both 
the pretest and posttest. Although the high school medium teacher self-
efficacy category had a greater overall mean change, the overall mean 
change between the medium and high teacher self-efficacy categories for 
high school was only 0.50 points (see Table 6). The difference was not 












Table 5. Middle School Student Means in Relation to Teacher Self-
Efficacy Level and Grade Level 






Pretest 76.81 73.37 
Posttest 80.88 80.73 
Change 4.07 7.26 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 68.74 69.89 
Posttest 72.41 77.32 
Change 3.67 7.43 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 83.85 75.26 
Posttest 88.32 83.46 
Change 4.47 8.19 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 80.17 79.30 
Posttest 82.48 84.24 
Change 2.32 4.94 
Overall Mean Change 3.63 6.96 
 
Table 6. High School Student Means in Relation to Teacher Self-Efficacy 
Level and Grade Level 






Pretest 87.22 84.15 
Posttest 91.59 85.55 
Change 4.37 1.39 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 78.44 71.45 
Posttest 90.29 78 
Change 11.85 6.51 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 86.14 80.04 
Posttest 91.23 86.55 
Change 5.09 6.51 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 89.31 82.51 
Posttest 90.01 88.12 
Change 0.70 5.60 




Research Question 3a—Student Self-Efficacy and Teacher  
Intervention 
• What is the relationship between the students’ four sources 
of self-efficacy information for music performance and music 
teacher intervention? 
The data showed that the students in the different teacher 
intervention groups (treatment group and control group) differed in their 
joint distribution of the pretest and posttest scores for the four 
dependent variables (p = 0.002). For within-subjects, the pretest scores 
also differed from the posttest for the dependent variables (p = 0.001). As 
can be seen in Table 7, although the treatment group had a slightly 
higher overall mean change, the control group scored higher than the 
treatment group for each dependent variable, which was an unexpected 
result. 
The mean changes in the scores from the pretest to the posttest 
did not differ in the teacher intervention groups (p = 0.578). For mastery 
experience and verbal/social persuasion, the raw score mean changes 
were almost identical at less than 0.10 points difference. For vicarious 
experience, the control group’s scores for both the pretest and posttest 
results improved by over 8 points, nearly 2 mean points higher than the 
scores of their treatment group counterparts (see Table 7). For 
physiological and affective states, however, the treatment group’s mean 
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change was more than three mean points higher than that of the control 
group. When analyzing pretest and posttest mean changes, however, the 
treatment group revealed a more marginal change than did the control 
group (μ = 5.75 and μ = 5.41, respectively). Although I had anticipated 
that the treatment group’s scores would significantly change more than 
the control group’s scores, the current data results did not support this 
assumption. 
 
Table 7. Student Means in Relation to Teacher Intervention 
Dependent Variables Treatment Control 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 76.75 82.44 
Posttest 81.66 87.25 
Change 4.91 4.81 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 66.98 78.75 
Posttest 73.65 87.19 
Change 6.67 8.44 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 78.61 82.36 
Posttest 85.05 88.93 
Change 6.45 6.56 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 78.93 86.90 
Posttest 83.88 88.72 
Change 4.95 1.82 












Research Question 3b—Student Self-Efficacy, Grade Level, and  
Teacher Intervention 
• What is the interaction between music teacher intervention 
and student grade level for students’ four sources of self-
efficacy information for music performance? 
The students in the different grade level teacher intervention 
groups (i.e., middle school and high school treatment groups, and middle 
school and high school control groups) did not differ in their joint 
distribution of the pretest and posttest scores (p = 0.132). Furthermore, 
the mean changes in the scores from the pretest to posttest did not differ 
for the grade level teacher intervention interaction groups (p = 0.636). 
As can be seen in Tables 8 and 9, an interesting result was that 
the control group scored higher than the treatment group for both the 
pretest and posttest in both middle school and high school levels. For 
middle school, though, the overall mean changes were slightly higher for 
the treatment group than the control group (μ = 6.12 and μ = 5.31, 
respectively). The opposite was found for high school, as the control 
group’s overall mean change was, on average, slightly higher than the 
treatment group’s overall mean change (μ = 5.50 and μ = 5.00, 
respectively). While it was hypothesized that teacher intervention, i.e., 
the efficacy treatment, would have impacted measures of students’ self-
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Table 8. Middle School Student Means in Relation to Teacher Intervention 
and Grade Level 
Dependent Variables Treatment Control 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 73.04 77.67 
Posttest 79.72 82.91 
Change 6.67 5.23 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 64.73 79.07 
Posttest 71.48 84.1 
Change 6.75 5.03 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 77.89 78.59 
Posttest 84.30 86.62 
Change 6.41 8.03 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 77.14 84.49 
Posttest 81.96 87.42 
Change 4.63 2.94 












Table 9. High School Student Means in Relation to Teacher Intervention 
and Grade Level 
Dependent Variables Treatment Control 
Mastery 
Experience 
Pretest 84.15 87.23 
Posttest 85.55 91.59 
Change 1.39 4.37 
Vicarious 
Experience 
Pretest 71.49 78.43 
Posttest 78 90.29 
Change 6.51 11.85 
Verbal/Social 
Persuasion 
Pretest 80.04 91.23 
Posttest 86.55 86.14 
Change 6.51 5.09 
Physiological/ 
Affective States 
Pretest 82.51 89.31 
Posttest 88.12 90.01 
Change 5.61 0.70 




 Middle and high school participants (N = 242) currently enrolled in 
music classes at five schools in central West Virginia completed a 
demographic survey and the MPSES on two occasions, once prior to and 
once subsequent to an eight-week intervention period. These 
participants’ respective teachers (N = 5) also participated in this study by 
taking a demographic survey and the TSES. Teachers assigned to the 
treatment group additionally incorporated self-efficacy enhancing 
strategies into their regular classroom instruction.  
Results were mixed for the five independent variables. Grade level 
was found to be an important variable in this study, as significant 
  
108
differences were found between middle and high school for Research 
Question 1a. This was an anticipated result, as I assumed high school 
students would have stronger self-efficacy beliefs due to maturity and 
presumably more performance opportunities. Surprisingly, within-
subjects teacher intervention was not found to have as great an impact 
on student self-efficacy beliefs as hypothesized. When analyzing the raw 
data, however, teachers were found to play an important role in 
nurturing their students’ music performance self-efficacy beliefs, as 
teachers’ teaching experience, educational background, and personal 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs were all found to greatly impact their 
students’ self-efficacy beliefs. The intervention of incorporating self-
efficacy enhancing techniques was found to be statistically insignificant. 
Possible reasons and suggestions for future research utilizing self-
efficacy enhancing techniques will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
I could not conclude this chapter without sharing that two teachers who 
participated in this study verbally expressed that they clearly observed 
improvement in their students over the course of the study. One middle 
school teacher noted that not only did his students’ musicality improve, 
but the students’ behavior improved as well. He felt that strategies such 
as modeling served to keep his students more engaged during class. 
Another participating middle school teacher noted that the self-efficacy 
enhancing strategies helped her students put on their “best performance 
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ever.” Although these teachers had not heard of the concept of self-
efficacy prior to this study, the results they witnessed are testament to 







Music Performance Self-Efficacy: Then, Now, and the Future 
 
In recent decades, researchers have investigated overarching social 
learning and educational methods to help improve student success in 
music performance. Over time, the theory of self-efficacy, advocated by 
Bandura (1986), gained acceptance as one of the foremost methods in 
which to identify the ways people learn. Self-efficacy was deemed to 
contribute extensively to one’s performance mastery, and according to 
researchers, could contribute to success in a diverse expanse of human 
endeavors. Self-efficacy is acquired as learning occurs, and its 
presence—or lack thereof—is clearly observable during performance. As 
such, it is a knowable and reportable concept, and was theorized to be 
an important contributing variable in enhancing performance mastery. 
Until recently, one of the biggest challenges confronting 
researchers was finding an appropriate and scientifically accurate scale 
to measure self-efficacy and the four sources theorized to contribute to 
performance success (Zimmerman, 2000; Hewitt, 2001). Zelenak (2010, 
2011a, 2011b, 2015) developed the Music Performance Self-Efficacy 
Scale (MPSES), which enabled extensive exploration of the sources of 
music performance self-efficacy within the music education field. 
Inspired by Zelenak’s work in self-efficacy and music performance, I 
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sought to expand upon his findings with five independent variables: 
grade level, teacher experience, educational background, teacher self-
efficacy, and teacher intervention. Most importantly, this study was 
designed to obtain and compare student MPSES responses via a 
pretest/posttest administration, with teachers being asked to incorporate 
self-efficacy enhancing strategies in the classroom as the intervention. 
Another important factor is the perception of one’s own capability 
in performing a task successfully, termed self-efficacy, as opposed to 
one’s self-esteem, or how one feels about one’s self. As researchers (see 
Greenberg, 1970; Schmitt, 1979; Bandura, 1986; Vispoel, 1998; 
Zimmerman, 2000) tended to focus on self-esteem, Bandura (1986) 
stressed the importance of self-worth and personal judgments of 
personal capability. Bandura (1997) continued that self-efficacy, not self-
esteem, could offer confidence and the ability to persevere. 
Bandura’s (1986, 1997) theoretical four sources of self-efficacy 
information—mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social 
persuasion, and physiological/affective states—are so imperative to a 
person’s sense of efficacy that such beliefs greatly influence a person’s 
thoughts, motivations, feelings, and behaviors. Bandura (1997) stated: 
“People’s beliefs in their efficacy affect almost everything they do: how 
they think, motivate themselves, feel, and behave” (p. 19). In this study I 
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have investigated the sources in relation to music performance and the 
independent variables guiding this study. 
From my earliest years of training in the music studio, I had 
sensed that musical experience could be made more enriching and 
satisfying by going beyond mere rehearsal of notes and application of 
technique. While I did not know the term, I was experiencing the essence 
of self-efficacy during those formative years. As a music educator, the 
research I uncovered profoundly fascinated me, and inspired me to 
continue my search for knowledge in the realm of music performance 
self-efficacy, as the theory of self-efficacy seemed to combine common 
sense and self-efficacy into a kaleidoscope of possibilities with new and 
exciting learning strategies. 
Through personal experiences as a music educator, I observed that 
more than mere positive sense of self-esteem was required for a student 
to experience a quality musical performance. A positive experience 
encompasses factors such as a sense of personal accomplishment, the 
discipline of applying oneself to learning, motivation to learn, and 
support and encouragement from others, as well as the ability to 
persevere in one’s own musical expertise and overcome personal 
weakness. 
My intention in designing this study was to better understand how 
the self-efficacy beliefs of music students evolved during one academic 
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semester with the four sources of self-efficacy information being an 
integral part of the teachers’ regular classroom teaching methods. I also 
sought to understand how, or even whether, teacher characteristics 
would have any bearing on the student MPSES results. To me, the 
outcomes were both surprising and fascinating, and I was pleased with 
the final results. 
 
The Current Study 
I drew the theoretical framework for this study from Bandura’s 
(1986) construct of self-efficacy, or one’s own belief of one’s personal 
capabilities. Whereas Bandura’s (1986) research defined the four sources 
of self-efficacy information as being important in performance mastery 
overall, Zelenak (2010) employed these four sources and developed and 
validated a self-efficacy scale tailored specifically for providing a greater 
understanding of music performance, paving the way for the current 
study. 
The purposes of this study were twofold: (a) to discover to what 
extent the teaching experiences, educational backgrounds, and self- 
efficacy beliefs of teachers influence student self-efficacy beliefs, and (b) 
to discover to what extent student self-efficacy beliefs change between 
pretest and posttest with teacher intervention of using self-efficacy 
enhancing teaching methods in the classroom. The current study was 
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focused upon MPSES pretest/posttest responses for middle and high 
school students and music performance self-efficacy. The teacher 
intervention implemented between the pretest and posttest 
administrations utilized the four sources of self-efficacy information 
during class time over an eight-week time period. 
I measured, through MPSES pretest and posttest data, the 
dependent variables (i.e., mastery experience, vicarious experience, 
verbal/social persuasion, and physiological/affective states), and results 
were analyzed according to five independent variables (i.e., grade level, 
teaching experience, educational background, teacher self-efficacy, and 
teacher intervention). Analysis of the between-subjects results indicated 
that overall scores for all student participants differed in their joint 
distribution of the MPSES pretest and posttest scores for four of the five 
independent variables (i.e., grade level, teaching experience, educational 
background, and teacher self-efficacy). Scores did not differ for between-
subjects with teacher intervention, or for grade level compared to teacher 
intervention. The within-subjects mean changes did not differ for all five 
of the independent variables.  
These results are important to teachers, as the data demonstrated 
that academic level, as well as teachers’ teaching experience, educational 
background, and personal teaching self-efficacy beliefs impacted 
students’ self-efficacy beliefs. However, comparison of pretest and 
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posttest results did not show a significant statistical difference for the 
treatment group, as the data included minimal teacher participation. 
Further research is needed to test the hypotheses with a larger 
population of participating teachers, as the current study did not find 
statistical significance for incorporating self-efficacy enhancing strategies 
into classroom instruction. 
 
Teacher Influence on Student Self-Efficacy 
It is generally acknowledged that teachers have a major influence 
on their students. The current study was designed in part to discover the 
extent to which certain teacher characteristics influenced their students’ 
music performance self-efficacy beliefs. The following three subsections 
will discuss the results according to the independent variables of 
teaching experience, educational background, and teaching self-efficacy, 
and ultimately how the teacher characteristics influenced the student 
MPSES results.  
Teaching experience. The results suggest that teacher experience 
might have had some influence on student self-efficacy. Music students 
with teachers who had the most teaching experience (i.e., 11 or more 
years) had lower overall MPSES mean scores than students with teachers 
who had 1–5 years and 6–10 years of experience. Highest overall mean 
scores, however, were reported from those music students whose 
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teachers had 6–10 years of experience. 
The mean change between pretest and posttest scores was greatest 
for music students whose teachers had the most experience (11 or more 
years), and was the least for students whose teachers had the least 
teaching experience (1–5 years; p = 0.05). This result indicates that more 
experienced teachers may be able to inspire the largest improvements in 
self-efficacy for music performance in their students. This result is 
important, as it demonstrates the impact of teachers’ years of teaching 
experience. New, and presumably less experienced teachers, tend to 
“survive or thrive,” whereas more experienced teachers have ingrained 
strategies and techniques that tend to work in their respective 
classrooms (McNulty & Fox, 2010, p. 315). This finding may lend support 
to the recommendations of other scholars that more experienced 
teachers need to support, and possibly teach, less experienced teachers 
for the first few years of the new teachers’ careers, building a sense of 
community between experienced and novice teachers (see Erbes, 2002; 
Smith & Ingersoll, 2004; Nieto, 2009).  
The current results are also consistent with the assertions of 
Woolfolk Hoy and Davis (2006), who have attributed this type of 
successful outcome to teachers who possess more confidence. They 
assert that as a teacher gains confidence, their teaching strategies 
improve, and that this improvement self-reinforces the teacher’s 
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confidence, which then improves their effectiveness. Teachers with 
greater confidence levels become more effective, which leads to even more 
confidence and expertise in imparting learning strategies and methods, 
providing explanations or instructional exercises, and assisting, 
supporting, and encouraging their students (Woolfolk Hoy & Davis, 
2006). 
Educational level. Students whose teachers had bachelor’s 
degrees had higher MPSES mean scores than students whose teachers 
possessed higher degrees (i.e., masters and masters plus). I assumed 
that teachers who held higher degrees also had longer tenure as 
experienced teachers, thus having stronger and more ingrained teaching 
techniques. This remains unknown through the current results, as the 
years of teaching and educational backgrounds were not compared 
among teachers.  
It is reasonable to assume, however, that pre-service and 
bachelor’s degree teachers tend to be younger than teachers holding 
higher degrees, and therefore apt to be closer in age to their secondary 
students (i.e., middle and high school). Perhaps the younger teachers in 
this study brought their more recent experiences as a student into the 
classroom, which may have helped them develop rapport with their 
students. Woolfolk Hoy and Davis (2006) claimed that it is precisely 
because of this closeness in age that the younger teachers possess an 
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innate sense of teaching and learning ideas, or “common sense” 
strategies, that are conveyed in their curriculum (p. 132). 
It is also possible that the teachers with bachelor’s degrees may 
possibly have had more recent and/or more current teaching methods, 
or may have simply possessed newer ideas about teaching methods in 
general due to their assumed more relatively recent college education 
and/or their personal experience of being a student themselves. These 
newer methods and ideas might have enabled the newer teachers to 
reach their students in ways that the more experienced teachers could 
not, therefore causing students to score higher on both the pretest and 
posttest.  
Teacher self-efficacy. Before discussing teacher self-efficacy, it is 
important to note that my student included a small teacher sample (N = 
5). Thus, the current findings cannot be generalized beyond the sample 
of teachers I studied. 
As was expected, students whose teachers reported higher teacher 
self-efficacy beliefs reported higher self-efficacy scores than did students 
whose teachers had reported somewhat lower teacher self-efficacy beliefs. 
The literature suggests that teachers who possess a higher sense of self-
efficacy tend to be more motivated to teach and dedicate more time to the 
subject area. Woolfolk Hoy and Davis (2006) asserted: “teachers’ sense of 
efficacy influence[d] their behavior, their students’ behavior, and 
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subsequently, their students’ ability to learn in the classroom” (p. 133). 
For teacher self-efficacy, my study sought to demonstrate the 
importance of teachers’ beliefs in their own teaching abilities. The 
current data were able to support previous findings in that there was a 
relationship between teacher self-efficacy and student self-efficacy 
beliefs.  
 
Student Self-Efficacy Changes Between Pretest and Posttest 
Grade level. Student self-efficacy beliefs increased over time for all 
students, both middle school and high school, and for four of the five of 
the independent research variables (i.e., grade level, teaching experience, 
educational background, and teacher self-efficacy; p = 0.001). High 
school students tended to have higher self-efficacy beliefs overall than 
middle school students, although the actual values of the overall mean 
changes were somewhat less than anticipated, with only a mean 
difference of 0.60 points. While it may be difficult to explain why the 
mean differences were smaller than expected, it might be that high 
school students are generally more mature and have more experience 
and performance ability due to a longer exposure to music than the 
middle school students. This allows the possibility that at least some 
middle school students may have been exposed to music and honed their 
musical skills during their elementary school years. Bandura (2006a) 
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philosophized that adolescents may possibly be “unmotivated, bored, or 
cynical” with a personal commitment to an activity of worth (p. 10). He 
noted that if adolescents held a vision around what he termed “a desired 
future,” this would provide meaning, motivate, and enable them to 
overcome the obstacles they faced (Bandura, 2006a, p. 10). 
Through the lens of self-efficacy, teachers can assist their students 
in achieving goals through nurturing their self-efficacy beliefs. As the 
high school students scored higher on both the pretest and posttest, it is 
possible that their teachers expected greater achievements from them, 
and that these students rose to meet their teachers’ expectations. 
Moreover, as the high school students have the advantage of age and 
experience over their middle school counterparts, it is probable that the 
self-efficacy beliefs of high school students may have been more 
established and entrenched, enabling them to rely on their innate 
capabilities in a more mature fashion than would be possible for the 
middle school students. 
Teacher intervention. I had hypothesized that the treatment 
group’s scores would change significantly between pretest and posttest, 
with a larger change than for the control group, but the current data 
results did not support this hypothesis. There are a number of possible 
explanations for this result. Teachers might have already been 
incorporating self-efficacy enhancing strategies, so that the 
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recommended self-efficacy strategies may not have been as effective as 
expected. Teachers might have needed more specific instructions on how 
to implement the suggested self-efficacy enhancing strategies. It may also 
be that the effects had not yet fully developed in students during the 
short intervention period. On the other hand, teachers in the control 
group might have been using some, or all, of the suggested strategies 
without knowing it. Furthermore, teachers in the control group might 
have self-examined their teaching strategies on their own, as they were 
aware that they, too, were being evaluated in this study.  
Future researchers should seek to be very specific when sharing 
suggested self-efficacy enhancing strategies with the treatment group, 
such as providing specific examples and a specified number of technique 
uses per lesson, and recommending that the teachers keep a record of 
each day’s strategy usage. Researchers might also consider including 
classroom observations as a data collection method. These observations 
would provide researchers with specific teaching techniques in which the 
self-efficacy enhancing strategies were presented to students. Continued 
research is warranted, such as examining the impact of teacher self-
efficacy in combination with teacher experience, or teacher self-efficacy 
and teacher educational level, as well as more structured suggestions for 
incorporating self-efficacy enhancing strategies into classroom teaching 
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methods. This might assist researchers and teachers alike in developing 
students’ personal music performance self-efficacy beliefs. 
 
Threats to Validity and/or Reliability 
Several threats to validity and/or reliability occurred during the 
course of the data collection process. First, I was unable to control the 
conditions at the various testing sites, including, but not limited to, 
Internet connection speed, the temperature of the testing room, the noise 
level of the testing room, and the amount of assistance provided by the 
classroom teacher. 
Second, out of a possible 43 teachers, seven agreed to participate, 
and five actually completed the entire data collection process with their 
students. These teachers (N = 5) had a total of 242 students participate 
in the study. A larger teacher population could have impacted the 
aggregate group means, and ultimately the variance within each 
independent variable. Of the five fully participating teachers, only one 
teacher was able to complete the research during the assigned final 
testing window. Due to the week-long holiday after the final testing week, 
the remaining teachers had to complete the final MPSES administration 
two weeks after the final testing window.  
All treatment group teachers indicated they ceased the official 
intervention at the appropriate time. The threat to validity is that the 
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two-week lapse in administering the MPSES posttest may have caused 
some students to forget some of the treatment strategies they learned, 
which, in turn, could have lessened their personal self-efficacy beliefs, 
ultimately lowering their MPSES posttest scores. On the other hand, the 
treatment group teachers may have continued incorporating some, or all, 
of the suggested self-efficacy enhancing strategies inadvertently over the 
two-week lapse, ultimately raising the MPSES posttest scores. This 
possible alteration in MPSES scores could have greatly impacted the 
statistical significance of this study. 
Third, although each independent variable was analyzed, not all 
categories of each independent variable were used. For teaching 
experience, only three of the four categories were used (i.e., 1–5 years, 6–
10 years, and 11 or more years). For educational background, only three 
of the five categories were used (i.e., bachelor’s, master’s, and masters 
plus). For teacher self-efficacy, only two of the three categories were used 
(i.e., medium and high). As the current study did not have participants in 
all three teacher self-efficacy categories, a thorough comparison of the 
MPSES results to teacher self-efficacy was not possible. Furthermore, the 
results cannot be generalized.  
Fourth, as discussed previously, although only the teachers in the 
treatment group were provided the self-efficacy enhancing strategies 
suggested for the current study, the control group teachers may have 
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inadvertently been using similar strategies in their current teaching 
method repertoire. Furthermore, the teachers in the treatment group 
may have also already been using several of the strategies in their 
classroom methods. Moreover, there were only five participating teachers 
in this study, with three teachers in the control group and two teachers 
in the treatment group. As the teacher participation was so small, the 
results cannot be generalized to larger populations. Also, as students of 
the participating teachers were automatically placed into the same group 
(i.e., treatment or control) as their teacher, having a larger teacher 
sample size could possibly have allowed for the treatment and control 
group student numbers to be more equally divided.  
Fifth, as data were limited to the responses of students and 
teachers from one school district in a rural state, the results of this study 
may not be an adequate representation to generalize to larger music 
student populations. Future research with a larger teacher and student 
sample size across several regions may discover other new and exciting 
means of strengthening and nurturing students’ self-efficacy beliefs in 
the classroom. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
This study was an extension of Zelenak’s (2011a, 2015) recent 
findings, both extending and expanding on the limited extant literature 
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regarding the MPSES and music performance self-efficacy. The current 
findings from this present study not only provided support for Zelenak’s 
research, but also posed questions and raised consideration for future 
research. The following paragraphs will outline suggestions for future 
research. 
 Self-efficacy and enhanced musical performance could be 
evaluated outside the formal classroom, for example, by using the 
MPSES for private studio and during private recital settings. Other topics 
for research could include studying how teacher self-efficacy influences 
student self-efficacy beliefs in music performance in relation to specific 
variables, such as teacher experience or teacher educational levels, as 
sole aspects of investigation. This suggestion emanates from current 
results that were surprisingly inconclusive with regard to the 
effectiveness of using self-efficacy enhancing strategies, such as modeling 
and task-specific feedback, to enhance students’ self-efficacy beliefs.  
Future researchers should investigate specific self-efficacy 
enhancing strategies, noting which strategies worked more than others 
for each source of self-efficacy information. Researchers could ask 
participating teachers to keep daily journals, writing about each strategy, 
how it was used, and its effectiveness. Moreover, researchers could 
provide participating teachers detailed lesson plans, including how and 
when to use each strategy.  
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As limited teacher participation was an issue with the current 
study, researchers could replicate this study and incorporate a larger 
teacher sample size, improving the validity of the data. This could be 
achieved by including teachers from an entire state or region, or possibly 
by designing a national study. This, in turn, could lead to an 
investigation including a comparison of rural and urban student MPSES 
results. Furthermore, as the MPSES utilizes a 100-point scale, the TSES 
could be altered to utilize a 100-point scale as well, instead of the 9-point 
scale as it was designed. This would enhance the results, allowing 
teachers to give very specific numerical data for their teaching self-
efficacy beliefs. 
Researchers also might consider designing a study tailored for 
grade-specific and/or ensemble-specific MPSES results (e.g., 6th grade 
chorus versus 12th grade chorus), rather than solely for grade level (e.g., 
middle school versus high school). The current study could be altered 
slightly to look at these grade- and/or ensemble-specific MPSES results. 
As a variation, researchers could investigate possible differences are 
found among first-year music students as opposed to students who have 
been enrolled in music for several years. Student and teacher 
participation could be similar to the participation in the current study, 
but students would be asked how many years of musical training they 
had experienced. Researchers could also include a qualitative aspect to 
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the research, observing rehearsals and performances, and conducting 
interviews, noting differences between first-year music students and 
more experienced music students.  
 An interesting investigation would be to compare and contrast 
self-efficacy beliefs across grade levels (e.g., the differences between first-
year middle school music students and first-year high school music 
students), and note their development. This could be done using only 
quantitative data collection, or as a mixed-methods investigation 
including observation and/or interviews. Although researchers have 
found that self-efficacy research was not as reliable in younger children 
(see Joët, Usher, & Bressoux, 2011; Bandura, 1997), a longitudinal 
study from elementary school through high school would give great 
insight as to how children’s perceptions of their personal self-efficacy 
beliefs change over time. 
Researchers might wish to design future investigations 
incorporating the MPSES in their studies in an attempt to examine the 
reinforcement techniques deemed to be the most crucial for imparting 
self-efficacy beliefs in their music students. This would expand on results 
from both the current study and from Zelenak’s (2011a) study, as well as 
expand on findings from Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2011). This could 
be accomplished using several methods: 
• journals entries from participating teachers, 
  
128
• detailed lesson plans provided by the researcher(s), 
• interviews with the teacher participants and/or student 
participants, and 
• classroom observation over a period of time, noting changes 
in the students’ self-efficacy beliefs. 
Researchers could conduct a longitudinal study across one or more 
academic years, asking teachers to document the self-efficacy enhancing 
strategies that were incorporated during class or how often they were 
used. Teachers would need to journal their strategies and the frequency 
with which they were used, which could provide researchers and music 
teachers with valuable information. Furthermore, researchers could have 
the teachers themselves design their own strategies based on the 
theoretical framework. The results would ultimately provide classroom 
teachers with new tools to help them nurture their students’ music 
performance self-efficacy beliefs. 
As the self-efficacy enhancing strategies used in the current study 
seem to be attributes of good teaching in general, researchers may wish 
to look at pre-service teacher training programs, as the strategies utilized 
in this study are important ideas and should be part of teacher 
preparation. Are pre-service and novice teachers aware of the concept of 
self-efficacy, and if so, do they have concrete strategies for enhancing 
their students’ self-efficacy beliefs? As I stated previously, until graduate 
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school, I was unaware of the concept of self-efficacy and the impact it 
could have on my students.  
Finally, a qualitative study would provide a great deal of knowledge 
for future research. Researchers could conduct interview with teachers, 
asking about their daily experiences using self-efficacy enhancing 
strategies. Teachers would provide information supporting the overuse of 
menial feedback, such as “Good job!”, and the importance of using 
appropriate models (i.e., students or other performance level-appropriate 
models). Although my study was strictly quantitative, one teacher 
mentioned the positive change in classroom behavior once he 
incorporated using student models in class. Another teacher expressed 
that, after the treatment period, and after years of teaching at this 
particular school, her students gave the best performance she had ever 
experienced at that school. These kinds of experiences would provide 
researchers with a wealth of knowledge pertaining to what self-efficacy 
enhancing strategies worked in classrooms, and how the strategies 
impacted the individual students, and the classes as a whole 
 
Suggestions for Current Music Teachers 
As a current music teacher, I ask myself, “How can I use this 
information in my own teaching?” First, I am currently trying to better 
myself, for my students, by continuing to learn, both as a doctorate 
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student and as an educator. I continue to read journals and seek new 
teaching strategies that I can incorporate into my own teaching. 
Although journal articles, academic books, and similar sources were very 
daunting at first, once I became acquainted with the academic 
terminology, I was able to grasp more of the concepts and incorporate the 
suggested ideas into my own teaching methods. Thus, I would encourage 
my music colleagues to continue learning about self-efficacy and ways to 
nurture students’ music performance self-efficacy beliefs.  
 Second, as someone with some years of teaching experience, I find 
myself assisting newer teachers, giving examples of techniques that have 
worked in my classroom and private music studio. I have also learned to 
ask for help, not only from more experienced music teacher colleagues, 
but also from more experienced teachers in other disciplines. Even 
though they may not teach music, they have provided keen insights that 
can be applied to my work. We, as educators, must support each other, 
as teachers “in the trenches” need support, whether they are master or 
first-year teachers. I had a professor once tell me, “Why reinvent the 
wheel?” This was some of the best advice she could have given us, as 
pre-service teachers. Teachers must be free to ask for help, and willing to 
offer help when it is needed.  
As stated in Chapter 1, McPherson and McCormick (2000) stressed 
that much more than practicing is needed to master one’s musical 
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instrument; self-efficacy, or one’s self-beliefs in personal capabilities is 
crucial for performance mastery. Knowing this, I started incorporating 
one or two strategies into my current instructional methods, suggested 
my Margolis and McCabe (2006) (see Appendix F). I would suggest that 
my colleagues start with these suggested strategies, choosing one or two, 
and fully incorporating them into their teaching methods. For instance, I 
already used a lot of modeling in my private music studio and in my 
community children’s chorus rehearsals. Now, instead of the children 
watching me all of the time, I have their peers demonstrate the musical 
passage, rhythm, or idea that I am trying to teach. I have also 
incorporated asking the students to choose repertoire, especially for the 
choir. I have final say in what we perform, but the students have input 
into the choices, taking into account classical, Broadway, folk, and 
popular musical genres, as well as appropriate text and levels of musical 
difficulty. I have been amazed at some of the pieces they have requested, 
including songs in Latin, 4-part a cappella, and world music. I have also 




Self-efficacy can have an abundantly meaningful effect on music 
students. Bandura (1997) stated: 
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People have always striven to control the events that affect 
their lives. By exerting influence in spheres over which they 
can command some control, they are better able to realize 
desired futures and to forestall undesired ones. (p. 1) 
Although some of the current research findings are inconclusive, they 
pave the way for additional research that might more fully investigate 
self-efficacy interventions in music classrooms. I have seen firsthand the 
important positive outcomes of incorporating self-efficacy enhancing 
techniques in my own teaching. There is also substantial support in the 
literature for considering self-efficacy as an important factor in the 
outcome of student performance, as self-efficacy assists in mastering a 
task and persevering through failure (Bandura, 1986, 1997). I look 
forward to future discoveries of ways to incorporate self-efficacy 
enhancing techniques into classroom methods to assist teachers in 
evaluating and instilling self-efficacy enhancing techniques for improved 
student musical performance. 
Our self-efficacy beliefs will constantly change throughout our 
lives, but we can help our students mold and develop their personal self-
efficacy beliefs by nurturing the four sources of self-efficacy information: 
mastery experience, vicarious experience, verbal/social persuasion, and 
physiological/affective states. Much has been learned about self-efficacy 
and its effects on music students and teachers, but a vast amount of 
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knowledge remains to be gleaned from continued research in the field of 
social cognitive theory and self-efficacy, especially in relation to music 






Sources of Self-Efficacy as they Relate to the MPSES 
 Mastery Experience 
1. I have had positive experiences performing music in the past (Choose 
a number between 1–100).  
4. I have had positive experiences performing in large ensembles (more 
than 11 performers).  
6. I have had positive experiences performing music solo.  
8. I have had positive experiences performing simple music. 
10. I have had positive experiences performing complicated music.  
12. I have overcome musical challenges through hard work and practice.  
14. I have used a practice routine to help me prepare for my 
performances.  
16. I have had positive experiences performing music in a small 
ensemble (2–10 performers).  
 
Vicarious Experience 
2. I have improved my music performance skills by watching professional 
musicians perform well.  
5. I have improved my music performance skills by watching someone I 
know perform well (parent, brother, sister, church member, etc.,).  
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11. I have used other music students as models to improve my 
performance skills.  
18. I have watched other students with similar music ability as me 
perform a piece of music, and then decided whether I could, or could not, 
perform the same piece of music.  
20. I have compared my performance skills with those of other students 
who are similar in musical ability to me.  
 
Verbal/Social Persuasion 
3. My friends think I am a good performer on my primary 
instrument/voice.  
7. Members of my family believe I perform well.  
9. People have told me that my practice efforts have improved my 
performance skills.  
13. I have received positive feedback on music performance evaluations.  
21. My music teacher has complimented me on my musical performance. 
22. I have met or exceeded other people’s expectations of being a good 
musician for someone my age.  
 
Physiological and Affective States 




17. Performing with instrument/voice makes me feel good.  
19. I do not worry about making small mistakes during a performance.  
23. I enjoy participating in musical performances.  







Student Demographic Information 
 
Welcome! You have reached the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale 
online survey. 
 
Privacy Protection: Only the principal researcher will have access to any 
information provided in this survey. You will not be asked to give your 
name, but will be asked to provide other information that will be used to 
compare groups of students.   
 
Please tell me about yourself.  
 
1. What is your first and last initial? (please do not give your full name)  
 __________ __________   
 
2. What is your birth date? (mm/dd/yyyy) 
 ______________________ 
 
3. What is your gender?  (please check one) 
 Male _____ Female _____  
 
4. What is your grade level? (please check one)  
 6_____  7_____  8_____  9_____  10_____  11_____  12_____  
 
5. What is the name of your school? ____________________________________ 
 







Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale 
Directions: Respond to the following statements based on your current 
level of musical ability, experience, and primary instrument/voice. There 
are no right or wrong answers. Indicate to what degree you either agree 
or disagree with the statement by inputting any whole number between 
1 (Strongly Disagree) and 100 (Strongly Agree) into the box. Carefully 
consider the number you choose. 
 




_____1. I have had positive experiences performing music in the past. 
 (Choose a number between 1–100) 
 
_____2. I have improved my music performance skills by watching  
 professional musicians perform well. 
 
_____3. My friends think I am a good performer on my primary  
 instrument/voice. 
 
_____4. I have had positive experiences performing in large ensembles  
 (more than 11 performers). 
 
_____5. I have improved my music performance skills by watching  
someone I know perform well (parent, brother, sister, church 
member, etc.). 
 
_____6. I have had positive experiences performing music solo.  
 
_____7. Members of my family believe I perform well.  
 
_____8. I have had positive experiences performing simple music. 
 
_____9. People have told me that my practice efforts have improved my  
 performance skills. 
 




_____11. I have used other music students as models to improve my  
 performance skills. 
 
_____12. I have overcome musical challenges through hard work and  
 practice. 
 
_____13. I have received positive feedback on music performance  
 evaluations. 
 
_____14. I have used a practice routine to help me prepare for my  
 performances. 
 
_____15. I am learning, or have learned, to control my nervousness  
 during a performance. 
 
_____16. I have had positive experiences performing music in a small  
 ensemble (2–10 performers). 
 
_____17. Performing with instrument/voice makes me feel good. 
 
_____18. I have watched other students with similar music ability as me  
perform a piece of music, and then decided whether I could, or 
could not, perform the same piece of music. 
 
_____19. I do not worry about making small mistakes during a  
 performance. 
 
_____20. I have compared my performance skills with those of other  
 students who are similar in musical ability to me. 
 
_____21. My music teacher has complimented me on my musical  
 performance. 
 
_____22. I have met or exceeded other people’s expectations of being a  
 good musician for someone my age. 
 
_____23. I enjoy participating in musical performances.  
 








Teacher Demographic Information 
 
Welcome! You have reached the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale online 
survey. 
 
Privacy Protection: Only the principal researcher will have access to any 
information provided in this survey. You will be asked to provide 
information that will be used to compare groups of teachers and 
students.  
 
Please tell me about yourself. 
 
1. Please give your first initial and last name. _______________________  
2. What is the name of the school where you currently teach?  
__________________________________________________________________ 
3. How long have you been teaching music? (check one)  
☐ 1st year of teaching ☐ 1–5 years 
☐ 6–10 years  ☐ 11 or more years 
4. What grades do you currently teach? (check one) 
       ☐ Middle School (grades 6–8)    ☐ High School (grades 9–12) 
5. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?  
(check one) 
  ☐ Associate’s    ☐ Bachelor’s 
   ☐ Master’s    ☐ Master’s + (15, 30, 45) 









Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
 
Directions: Please indicate your opinion about each of the questions 
below by marking any one of the nine responses in the columns on the 
right side, ranging from (1) “None at all” to (9) “A Great Deal” as each 
represents a degree on the continuum. 
 
Please respond to each of the questions by considering the 
combination of your current ability, resources, and opportunity to 
do each of the following in your present position. 
 
None at all    Very Little    Some Degree    Quite A Bit    A Great Deal 
       1         2        3   4           5           6          7         8           9      
  
1. How much can you do to get through to the most difficult students? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
2. How much can you do to help your students think critically? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
3. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the  
 classroom? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
4. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest  
 in school work? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
5. To what extent can you make your expectations clear about student  
 behavior? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
6. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in  
 school work? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
7. How well can you respond to difficult questions from your students? 






8. How well can you establish routines to keep activities running 
smoothly? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
9. How much can you do to help your students value learning? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
10. How much can you gauge student comprehension of what you have  
 taught? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
11. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
12. How much can you do to foster student creativity? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
13. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules?  
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
14. How much can you do to improve the understanding of a student  
 who is failing? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
15. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
16. How well can you establish a classroom management system with  
 each group of students?  
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
17. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to the proper level for  
 individual students? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
18. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
19. How well can you keep a few problem students form ruining an entire  
 lesson? 





20. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example  
 when students are confused? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
21. How well can you respond to defiant students? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
22. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in  
 school? 
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
23. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your  
 classroom?  
       ☐ 1      ☐ 2      ☐ 3      ☐ 4      ☐ 5      ☐ 6      ☐ 7      ☐ 8      ☐ 9      
 
24. How well can you provide appropriate challenges for very capable  
 students? 








Tips to Improve Self-Efficacy for Struggling Students 
(from Margolis and McCabe, 2006)  
http://serc.carleton.edu/NAGTWorkshops/affective/efficacy.html 
 
• Use moderately- difficult tasks: If the task is too easy it will be boring 
or embarrassing and may communicate the feeling that the teacher 
doubts their abilities; a too-difficult task will re-enforce low self-
efficacy. The target for difficulty is slightly above the students' 
current ability level. 
 
• Use peer models: Students can learn by watching a peer succeed at a 
task. Peers may be drawn from groups as defined by gender, 
ethnicity, social circles, interests, achievement level, clothing, or 
age. 
 
• Teach specific learning strategies: Give students a concrete plan of 
attack for working on an assignment, rather than simply turning 
them loose. This may apply to overall study skills, such as 
preparing for an exam, or to a specific assignment or project. 
 
• Capitalize on students’ interests: Tie the course material or concepts 
to students’ interests such as sports, pop culture, movies or 
technology. 
 
• Allow students to make their own choices: Set up some areas of the 
course that allow students to make their own decisions, such as 
with flexible grading, assignment options or self-determined due 
dates. 
 
• Encourage students to try: Give them consistent, credible and 
specific encouragement, such as, “You can do this. We've set up an 
outline for how to write a lab report and a schedule for what to do 
each week—now follow the plan and you will be successful.” 
 
• Give frequent, focused feedback: Giving praise and encouragement is 
very important, however it must be credible. Use praise when 
earned and avoid hyperbole. When giving feedback on student 
performance, compare to past performances by the same student, 





• Encourage accurate attributions: Help students understand that 
they don’t fail because they’re dumb, they fail because they didn't 
follow instructions, they didn’t spend enough time on the task, or 
they didn't follow through on the learning strategy. 
 













Please read this form carefully. The purpose of this form is to provide you 
with important information about taking part in a research study.  If any 
of the statements or words in this form are unclear, please let us know. 
We would be happy to answer any questions. 
 
If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, 
please ask us.  Taking part in this research study is up to you.  
 
The person in charge of this study is Mrs. Ilse-Renee Long and her 
advisor is Dr. Richard Bunbury. Mrs. Long can be reached at 617-353-
3341 or ilsemoss@bu.edu. Dr. Bunbury can be reached at 617- 358-
5161 or rbunbury@bu.edu.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
The purposes of this study are twofold: 1) to discover to what extent the 
teaching experiences, educational backgrounds, and self-efficacy beliefs 
of teachers influence student self-efficacy beliefs, and 2) to discover to 
what extent student self-efficacy beliefs change over time with teacher 
intervention of using self-efficacy enhancing teaching methods in the 
classroom. This study will use two scales: the Music Performance Self-
Efficacy Scale (MPSES), which will measure the self-efficacy beliefs of 
middle and high school music students, and the Teacher Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TSES), which will measure the self-efficacy beliefs of the 
music teachers. 
 
I am asking you to take part in this study because the results from this 
study will hopefully provide a greater understanding of how music 
students’ overall musical performance success is affected, not only by 
their teacher’s individual teaching efficacy beliefs, educational levels, and 
teaching experiences, but also by actively nurturing self- 
efficacy in classroom instructional methods. 
 






How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
We expect this research study to last for 10 weeks. 
 
What will happen if I take part in this research study? 
 
1. Complete an online demographic survey and the Teacher Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (TSES) (24 questions); 
2. Give a demographic survey and the Music Performance Self-Efficacy 
Scale (MPSES) to your students twice (24 questions); 
3. And possibly incorporate self-efficacy enhancing techniques into their 
regular classroom instruction over an 8-week period (i.e., incorporate 
modeling; give students frequent and focused feedback; encourage 
students to try their best; etc.). 
 
You also have the right to be removed at any time from this study by 
emailing me at ilsemoss@bu.edu.  
 
All demographic information and survey responses will be kept in a 
locked filing cabinet, and then will be destroyed 7 years after the 
conclusion of this research study. 
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by keeping all 
documents in a locked filing cabinet. These documents will be destroyed 
7 years after the conclusion of this research study. No actual names or 
identifying information will be included in the written report; however, 
pseudonyms will be used when deemed necessary. We will make every 
effort to keep your records confidential.  However, there are times when 
federal or state law requires the disclosure of your records. 
 
The following people or groups may review your study records for 
purposes such as quality control or safety: 
• The Researcher and any member of her research team 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The 
Institutional Review Board is a group of people who review human 
research studies for safety and protection of people who take part 
in the studies. 
• Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research 
 
The study data will be stored at my office in a locked filing cabinet and 
on my personal, password-protected computer.  
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The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching. 
We will not put identifiable information on data that are used for these 
purposes. 
 
Study Participation and Early Withdrawal 
 
Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or 
to withdraw at any time for any reason. No matter what you decide, there 
will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which you are entitled. If you 
decide to withdraw from this study, the information that you have 
already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
Subjects will also be able to skip any question they are not comfortable 
answering. 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 
Other than the time commitment required to participate in this study, no 
hardship or risk to any participant should exist. 
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
All participant names, survey responses, and demographic information 
will be coded and kept confidential using research identification 
numbers. Teachers’ names will only be used in order to match teacher 
demographic information and survey responses with their students’ 
survey responses. Only my doctoral advisor and I will have access to the 
research ID numbers, demographic information, and responses to the 
Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale. All demographic information and survey 
responses will be kept in a locked filing cabinet, and then will be 
destroyed 7 years after the conclusion of this research study. 
 
Results will, however, be provided to the Kanawha County Schools Board 
of Education, will be discussed in my dissertation, and may be used for 
journal publication. No identifiable results will be provided with the 
Kanawha County School Board of Education. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research. Others 
may benefit in the future, however, from the information that is learned 




What alternatives are available? 
 
You may choose not to take part in this research study. 
 
Will I get paid for taking part in this research study?   
 
We will not pay you for taking part in this study. 
 
What will it cost me to take part in this research study? 
 
There are no costs to you for taking part in this research study. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who 
can I talk to? 
 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers 
are listed below:   
Ilse-Renee Long 617-353-3341 
Dr. Richard Bunbury 617-358-5161 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or want to 
speak with someone independent of the research team, you may contact 












My name is Ilse-Renee Long, and I am a doctoral student at Boston 
University. I am excited to share that I am working on my dissertation 
and am getting ready to start the data collection portion of the research. 
Attached you will find information, questions, and answers about my 
study.  
Your child’s portion of this study will consist of two online surveys, 
a demographic survey and the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Survey. 
There will be 30 questions total. The students will take this survey twice 
over the course of the semester during school hours. 
I am requesting that you allow your child to be a part of this 
exciting research, based primarily on music students here in Kanawha 
County. If you have any questions feel free to contact me at 
ilsemoss@bu.edu. Thank you in advance for your support in my doctoral 











Please read this form carefully. This form is to give you important 
information about participating in a research study. If you have any 
questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us. 
Taking part in this research study is up to you. If you choose not to allow 
your child to participate, please contact us at ilsemoss@bu.edu. 
 
The person in charge of this study is Mrs. Ilse-Renee Long. She can be 
reached at 617-353-3341 or ilsemoss@bu.edu. Mrs. Long’s advisor is Dr. 
Richard Bunbury. He can be reached at 617- 358-5161 or 
rbunbury@bu.edu.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
There are two purposes for this study: 1) to see if teachers’ teaching 
experiences, educational backgrounds (i.e., bachelors, masters, or other 
college degrees) and self-efficacy beliefs of teachers effect student self-
efficacy beliefs, and 2) to discover if student self-efficacy beliefs change 
over time when teachers add self-efficacy improvement methods into 
their current teaching methods. *Self-efficacy is the belief in a person’s 
capabilities to complete a task. 
 
Your child’s part of this study will use two online surveys: 1) a 
demographic survey, which will ask their first and last initial and 
birthdate (to match to this consent form), their gender, their grade in 
school this year, and their music teacher’s name; and 2) the Music 
Performance Self-Efficacy Scale (MPSES), which will measure the music 
performance self-efficacy beliefs. Both surveys will be given online at 
their school. 
 
We are asking you to allow your child take part in this study because the 
results from this study are specific to music students in Kanawha 
County Schools. Results will hopefully provide researchers and music 
teachers with a greater understanding of how their students’ overall 
musical performance success is affected. 
 




How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
We expect that your child will be in this research study for 10 weeks. 
During this time, your child will be given an online demographic survey 
and the Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale twice. The MPSES has 24 
questions and the survey should not take more than 15 minutes to 
complete. The students will complete it online at school.  
 
What will happen if I allow my child to take part in this research 
study? 
 
Students will complete a demographic survey and the MPSES twice 
online twice over a 10-week period. 
 
Other than providing your consent, parents/guardians will not be 
required to do anything else for this research study. Student participants 
will complete the surveys twice. You also have the right to remove your 
child at any time from this study by emailing me at ilsemoss@bu.edu.  
 
All survey responses and consent forms will be kept in a locked filing 
cabinet, and then will be destroyed 7 years after the end of this study. 
  
If you do not agree to allow your child to take part in this study, please 
contact us.  
 
We will assign your child arbitrarily to one of two study groups. One 
group’s music teacher will add teaching strategies such as modeling, 
verbal encouragement, and providing frequent/focused feedback. The 
other group’s teacher will not change his or her teaching style at all. You 
cannot choose your child’s study group, as your child will automatically 
be assigned to whichever group your child’s music teacher is assigned.   
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by keeping all surveys, 
consent forms, and any and all other paperwork in a locked filing 
cabinet. These forms will be destroyed 7 years after the end of this 
research study. No actual names or identifying information will be 
included in the written report; however, pseudonyms (fake names) will be 
used when needed. We will make every effort to keep your records 
confidential. However, there are times when federal or state law requires 




The following people or groups may review your study records for 
purposes such as quality control or safety: 
• The Researcher and any member of her research team 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The 
Institutional Review Board is a group of people who review 
human research studies for safety and protection of people 
who take part in the studies. 
• Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research 
 
The study data will be stored at my office in a locked filing cabinet and 
on my personal, password-protected computer.  
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching.  





Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or 
to withdraw your child at any time for any reason. No matter what you 
decide, there will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which you are 
entitled. If you decide to withdraw your child from this study, the 
information that you have already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
Subjects will also be able to skip any question they are not comfortable 
answering. 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 
Other than the time commitment required to participate in this study, no 
hardship or risk to any participant should exist. 
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
All participant names, survey responses, and demographic information 
will be coded and kept confidential using research identification 
numbers. Students’ first and last initial and birthdate will be used in 
order to match survey pretest and posttest responses. Only my doctoral 
advisor and I will have access to the research ID numbers, demographic 
information, and responses to the Music Performance Self-Efficacy 
Survey. All demographic information and survey responses will be kept 
in a locked filing cabinet, and then will be destroyed 7 years after the 




Results will, however, be provided to the Kanawha County Schools Board 
of Education, will be discussed in my dissertation, and may be used for 
journal publication. No identifiable results will be provided with the 
Kanawha County School Board of Education. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research. Others 
may benefit in the future, however, from the information that is learned 
in this study. 
 
What alternatives are available? 
 
You may choose not to allow your child to take part in this research 
study. 
 
Will I get paid for taking part in this research study?   
 
We will not pay you or your child for taking part in this study. 
 
What will it cost me to take part in this research study? 
 
There are no costs to you or your child for taking part in this research 
study. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who 
can I talk to? 
 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers 
are listed below:   
Ilse-Renee Long 617-353-3341 
Dr. Richard Bunbury 617-358-5161 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject’s 
parent/guardian, or want to speak with someone independent of the 









Student Assent Form 
 
Dear Students, 
We are doing a research study about music performance and how 
students think about their ability to perform well. A research study is a 
way to learn more about people. If you decide that you want to be part of 
this study, you will be asked to fill out an online survey twice this 
semester. This will happen at school during your music class.  
This research study will only take place during this semester and will 
only be about Kanawha County music students in middle and high 
school. There should be no risk involved if you decide to participate. Your 
grade in class will not be affected.  
When we are finished with this study we will write a report about what 
was learned.  This report will not include your name or that you were in 
the study. 
You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to be.  If you 
decide to stop after we begin, that’s okay too. Your parents know about 
the study too. 
 












Please read this form carefully. This form is to give you important 
information about participating in a research study. If you have any 
questions about the research or any portion of this form, please ask us. 
Taking part in this research study is up to you. If you choose not to allow 
your child to participate, please contact us at ilsemoss@bu.edu. 
 
The person in charge of this study is Mrs. Ilse-Renee Long. She can be 
reached at 617-353-3341 or ilsemoss@bu.edu. Mrs. Long’s advisor is Dr. 
Richard Bunbury. He can be reached at 617- 358-5161 or 
rbunbury@bu.edu.  
 
Why is this study being done? 
 
There are two purposes for this study: 1) to see if teachers’ teaching 
experiences, educational backgrounds (i.e., bachelors, masters, or other 
college degrees) and self-efficacy* beliefs of teachers effect student self-
efficacy beliefs, and 2) to discover if student self-efficacy beliefs change 
over time when teachers add self-efficacy improvement methods into 
their current teaching methods. *Self-efficacy is the belief in a person’s 
capabilities to complete a task. 
 
Your part of this study will use two online surveys: 1) a demographic 
survey, which will ask their first and last initial and birthdate (to match 
to this consent form), their gender, their grade in school this year, and 
their music teacher’s name; and 2) the Music Performance Self-Efficacy 
Scale (MPSES), which will measure the music performance self-efficacy 
beliefs. Both surveys will be given online at your school. 
 
We are asking you take part in this study because the results from this 
study are specific to music students in Kanawha County Schools. 
Results will hopefully provide researchers and music teachers with a 
greater understanding of how their students’ overall musical 
performance success is affected. 
 





How long will I take part in this research study? 
 
We expect that you will be in this research study for 10 weeks. During 
this time, you will be given an online demographic survey and the Music 
Performance Self-Efficacy Scale twice. The MPSES has 24 questions and 
the survey should not take more than 15 minutes to complete. These will 
be completed online at school.  
 
What will happen if I allow my child to take part in this research 
study? 
 
Students will complete a demographic survey and the MPSES twice 
online twice over a 10-week period. 
 
Other than providing your consent and completing the surveys, you will 
not be required to do anything else for this research study. Student 
participants will complete the surveys twice. You also have the right be 
removed from this study at any time by emailing me at ilsemoss@bu.edu.  
 
All survey responses and consent forms will be kept in a locked filing 
cabinet, and then will be destroyed 7 years after the end of this study. 
  
If you do not agree to take part in this study, please contact us.  
 
We will assign you arbitrarily to one of two study groups. One group’s 
music teacher will add teaching strategies such as modeling, verbal 
encouragement, and providing frequent/focused feedback. The other 
group’s teacher will not change his or her teaching style at all. You 
cannot choose your study group, as you will automatically be assigned to 
whichever group your music teacher is assigned.   
 
How Will You Keep My Study Records Confidential? 
 
We will keep the records of this study confidential by keeping all surveys, 
consent forms, and any and all other paperwork in a locked filing 
cabinet. These forms will be destroyed 7 years after the end of this 
research study. No actual names or identifying information will be 
included in the written report; however, pseudonyms (fake names) will be 
used when needed. We will make every effort to keep your records 
confidential. However, there are times when federal or state law requires 




The following people or groups may review your study records for 
purposes such as quality control or safety: 
• The Researcher and any member of her research team 
• The Institutional Review Board at Boston University.  The 
Institutional Review Board is a group of people who review 
human research studies for safety and protection of people 
who take part in the studies. 
• Federal and state agencies that oversee or review research 
 
The study data will be stored at my office in a locked filing cabinet and 
on my personal, password-protected computer.  
 
The results of this research study may be published or used for teaching. 





Taking part in this study is your choice. You are free not to take part or 
to withdraw at any time for any reason. No matter what you decide, there 
will be no penalty or loss of benefit to which you are entitled. If you 
decide to withdraw from this study, the information that you have 
already provided will be kept confidential. 
 
Subjects will also be able to skip any question they are not comfortable 
answering. 
 
What are the risks of taking part in this research study? 
 
Other than the time commitment required to participate in this study, no 
hardship or risk to any participant should exist. 
 
Loss of Confidentiality 
 
All participant names, survey responses, and demographic information 
will be coded and kept confidential using research identification 
numbers. Students’ first and last initial and birthdate will be used in 
order to match survey pretest and posttest responses. Only my doctoral 
advisor and I will have access to the research ID numbers, demographic 
information, and responses to the Music Performance Self-Efficacy 
Survey. All demographic information and survey responses will be kept 
in a locked filing cabinet, and then will be destroyed 7 years after the 




Results will, however, be provided to the Kanawha County Schools Board 
of Education, will be discussed in my dissertation, and may be used for 
journal publication. No identifiable results will be provided with the 
Kanawha County School Board of Education. 
 
Are there any benefits from being in this research study? 
 
There are no benefits to you from taking part in this research. Others 
may benefit in the future, however, from the information that is learned 
in this study. 
 
What alternatives are available? 
 
You may choose not to take part in this research study. 
 
Will I get paid for taking part in this research study?   
 
We will not pay you for taking part in this study. 
 
What will it cost me to take part in this research study? 
 
There are no costs to you for taking part in this research study. 
 
If I have any questions or concerns about this research study, who 
can I talk to? 
 
You can call us with any concerns or questions. Our telephone numbers 
are listed below:   
Ilse-Renee Long 617-353-3341 
Dr. Richard Bunbury 617-358-5161 
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research subject’s 
parent/guardian, or want to speak with someone independent of the 










F Test Data Results 
 















































Aitchison, R. E. (1995). The effects of self-evaluation techniques on the  
musical performance, self-evaluation accuracy, motivation, and self-
esteem of middle school instrumental music students (Doctoral 
dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation Abstracts International. 
(56-10A, 3875) 
Asmus, E. P. (1986). Student beliefs about the causes of success and  
failure in music: A study of achievement. Journal of Research in 
Music Education, 34, 262–278.  Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345260 
Bandura, A. (n.d.). Teacher self-efficacy scale. Available on-line at:  
http://www.coe.ohiostate.edu/ahoy/researchinstruments.htm#Ban 
Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action. Englewood  
 Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 
Bandura, A. (1990). Multidimensional scales of perceived academic  
 efficacy. Stanford, CA: Stanford University. 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: W.H. 
  Freeman and Co. 
Bandura, A. (2006a). Adolescent development from an agentic  
 perspective. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy beliefs of 




Bandura, A. (2006b). Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In F.  
Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Adolescence and education: Vol. 5. Self-
efficacy and adolescence (pp. 339–367). Greenwich: CT: 
Information Age.  
Battistich, V., Solomon, D., Watson, M., & Schaps, E. (1997). Caring  
  




Bergee, M. J. (1993). A comparison of faculty, peer, and self-evaluation of  
 
applied brass jury performances. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 41, 19–27. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345476 
Bergee, M. J. (1997). Relationships among faculty, peer, and self- 
evaluations of applied performances. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 45, 601–612. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3345425.  
Berry, J. M., & West, R. L. (1993). Cognitive self-efficacy in relation to  
personal mastery and goal setting across the lifespan. International 
Journal of Behavioral Development, 16(2), 351–379.  
Betz, N. E. (1978). Prevalence, distribution, and correlates of math 
anxiety in college students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 25, 




Boston University (2012). Institutional Review Board. Retrieved from  
 www.bu.edu/irb 
Britner, S. L., & Pajares, F. (2006). Sources of science self-efficacy beliefs  
of middle school students. Journal for Research in Science 
Teaching, 43, 485–499. doi: 10.1002/tea.20131  
Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (2006). Preparing adolescents to make career  
decisions: A social cognitive perspective. In F. Pajares & T. Urdan 
(Eds.), Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (pp. 201–223).  
Greenwich, CT: Information Age. 
Bullock, D., & Merrill, L. (1980). The impact of personal preference on  
consistency through time: The case of childhood aggression. Child 
Development, 51, 808–814. doi: 10.2307/1129468.  
Chen, J. A., & Pajares, F. (2010). Implicit theories of ability of grade 6  
science students: Relation to epistemological beliefs and academic 
motivation and achievement in science. Contemporary Educational 
Psychology, 35, 75–87. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2009.10.003 
Chen, J. A., & Usher, E. L. (2013). Profiles of the sources of science self- 
efficacy. Learning and Individual Differences, 24, 11–21. doi: 
0.1016/j.lindif.2012.11.002 
Chin, D., & Kameoka, V. A. (2002). Psychosocial and contextual  
predictors of educational and occupational self-efficacy among 
Hispanic inner-city adolescents. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral 
  
168 
Sciences, 24, 448–464. doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2012.11.002 
Craske, M. G., & Craig, K. D. (1984). Musical performance anxiety: The  
three-systems model and self-efficacy theory. Behavioral Research 
and Therapy, 22(3), 267–280. 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience.  
New York: Harper and Row Publishers. 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2004). Stalking a new world order. New Literary  
 




Davis, L. P. (1981). The effects of structured singing activities and 
evaluation practice on elementary band students' instrumental 
achievement (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from Dissertation 
Abstracts International. (42-07A, 3051) 
Duke, R. A., & Henninger, J. C., (1998). Effects of verbal corrections on 
student attitude and performance. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 46, 482–295. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345345 
Duke, R. A., & Henninger, J. C. (2002). Teachers’ verbal corrections and  
observers’ perceptions of teaching and learning. Journal of 





Ellis, R. A., & Lane, W. C. (1963). Structural supports for upward  
 mobility. American Sociological Review, 28, 743–756. Retrieved 
from http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/2089912 
Erbes, S. (2002). Surviving and thriving in the teaching profession: A  
description of the experiences and resources used by teachers of a 
California-based beginning teacher support and assessment (BTSA) 
program. (Doctoral dissertation). University of California, Santa 
Barbara. (UMI #3055988) 
Ericsson, K. A., Krampe, R. T., & Tesch-Römer, C. (1993). The role of  
 deliberate practice in the acquisition of expert performance. 
Psychological Review, 100(3), 363–406. 
Fall, I. (1994). Improving students’ perception of self-efficacy through  
peer, instructor, and self-evaluation of class participation 
[PowerPoint slides]. Retrieved from 
http://www.elon.edu/images/e-web/academics/teaching/ 
photodoc_general/Improving%20students'%20self-efficacy.pdf 
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2003). Educational research: An   
 introduction (7th ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.   
Ghasemboland, F., & Hashim, F. B. (2013). Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs  
and their English language proficiency: A study of nonnative EFL 
teachers in selected language centers. Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 103, 890–899. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.10.411 
  
170 
Gibson, S., & Dembo, M. H. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct  
 validation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 569–582. doi: 
10.1037/0022-0663.76.4.569 
Gordon, E. E. (1970). Taking into account musical aptitude differences  
among beginning instrument students. American Educational 
Research Journal, 7, 41–53. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/1162083 
Gordon, E. E. (1989). Advanced Measures of Music Audiation. Chicago, IL:  
 GIA Publications, Inc. 
Gordon, E. E., (1999). All about audiation and music aptitudes. Music  
Educators Journal, 86, 41–44. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3399589 
Greenberg, M. (1970). Musical achievement and the self-concept. Journal  
of Research in Music Education, 18, 57–64. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/334435 
Guo, Y., Justice, L., Sawyer, B., & Tompkins, V. (2011). Exploring factors  
related to preschool teachers’ self-efficacy. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 27, 961–968. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2011.03.008 
Hampton, N. Z. (1998). Sources of academic self-efficacy scale: An  
assessment tool for rehabilitation counselors. Rehabilitation 




Hampton, N. Z., & Mason, E. (2003). Learning disabilities, gender,  
sources of efficacy, efficacy beliefs, and academic achievement in 
high school students. Journal of School Psychology, 41, 101–112. 
doi: 10.1016/S0022-4405(03)00028-1 
Harrington, D. (2008). Confirmatory factor analysis. Oxford: Oxford  
University Press. Retrieved from 
http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/acprof:oso/978 
0195339888.001.0001/acprof-9780195339888 
Hendricks, K. S. (2009). Relationships between the sources of self-efficacy  
and changes in competence perceptions of music during an all-state 
orchestra event (Doctoral dissertation). University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign. UMI #3362920 
Hendricks, K. S. (2014). Changes in self-efficacy beliefs over time:  
Contextual influences of gender, rank-based placement, and social 
support in a competitive orchestra environment. Psychology of 
Music, 42, 347–365. doi: 10.1177/0305735612471238 
Hendricks, K. S. (2015). The sources of self-efficacy: Educational 
 
research and implications for music. Update: Applications of 
Research in Music Education, Online First 
doi:10.1177/8755123315576535 
Hendricks, K. S., Smith, T. D., & Legutki, A. R. (2015). Competitive  
 
comparison in music: Influences upon self-efficacy belief by  
  
172 




Hendricks, K. S., Smith, T. D., & Stanuch, J. (2014). Creating safe  
 




Hewitt, M. P. (2001). The effects of modeling, self-evaluation, and self- 
listening on junior high instrumentalists’ music performance and 
practice attitude. Journal of Research in Music Education, 49, 307–
322. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345614 
Hewitt, M. P. (2002). Self-evaluation tendencies of junior high  
instrumentalists. Journal of Research in Music Education, 50, 215–
226. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345799 
Hewitt, M. P. (2005). Self-evaluation accuracy among high school and  
middle school instrumentalists. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 53, 148–161. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345515 
Hewitt, M. P. (2007). Influence of primary performance instrument and  
education level on music performance evaluation. Journal of 




Hewitt, M. P. (2011). The impact of self-evaluation instruction on student  
self-evaluation, music performance, and self-evaluation accuracy. 
Journal of Research in Music Education, 59, 6–20. doi: 
10.1177/0022429410391541 
Hewitt, M. P. (2015). Self-efficacy, self-evaluation, and music  
performance of secondary-level band students. Journal of Research 
in Music Education, 63, 298–313. doi: 
10.1177/0022429415595611 
James, W. (1892). Psychology: The briefer course. New York: Dover. 
Joët, G., Usher, E., & Bressoux, P. (2011). Sources of self-efficacy: An  
investigation of elementary school students in France. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 103, 649–663. doi: 10.1037/a0024048 
Joo, Y-J., Bong, M., & Choi, H-J. (2000). Self-efficacy for self-regulated  
learning, academic self-efficacy, and Internet self-efficacy in web-
based instruction. Educational Technology Research and 
Development, 48, 5–17. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/30221107 
Kendall, M. J. (1988). Two instructional approaches to the development  
of aural and instrumental performance skills. Journal of Research 





Kenny, D. T., Davis, P., & Oates, J. (2004). Music performance anxiety  
and occupational stress amongst opera chorus artists and their 
relationship with state and trait anxiety and perfectionism. Journal 
of Anxiety Disorders, 18, 757–777. doi: 
10.1016/j.janxdis.2003.09.004 
Kirk, K. (n.d.) On the cutting edge. Retrieved from 
http://serc.carleton.edu/NAGTWorkshops/index.html 
Klassen, R. M. (2004). A cross-cultural investigation of the efficacy beliefs  
of South Asian immigrant and Anglo non-immigrant early 
adolescents. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96, 731–742. doi: 
10.1037/0022-0663.96.4.731 
Klassen, R. M., & Chiu, M. M. (2010). Effects on teachers’ self-efficacy  
and job satisfaction: Teacher gender, years of experience, and job 
stress. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102, 741–756. doi: 
10.1037/a0019237 
Klemish, J. (1970). A comparative study of two methods of teaching  
music reading to first-grade children. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 18, 355–364. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3344502 
Kostka, M.J. (1997). Effects of self-assessment and successive  
approximations on "knowing" and "valuing" selected keyboard 





Kurt, H., Güngör, F., & Ekici, G. (2014). The relationship among teacher  
efficacy, efficacy regarding teaching, and responsibility for student 
achievement. Social and Behavioral Sciences, 116, 802–807. doi: 
10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.301 
Larkin, K. T. (1990). Anticipation of performance among musicians: 
Physiological arousal, confidence, and state-anxiety. Psychology of 
Music, 18, 171–182. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com/docview/740891577?accountid=9676 
Lee, B., Cawthon, S., & Dawson, K. (2013). Elementary and secondary  
teacher self-efficacy for teaching and pedagogical conceptual 
change in a drama-based professional development program. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 30, 84–98. doi: 
10.1016/j.tate.2012.10.010 
Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Hackett, G. (1994). Toward a unifying social  
cognitive theory of career and academic interest, choice, and 
performance. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 45, 79–122. doi: 
10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027 
Lent, R. W., Lopez, F. G., & Bieschke, K. J. (1991). Mathematics self- 
efficacy: Sources and relation to science-based career choice. 




Lindman, H. R. (1992). Analysis of variance in experimental design. New  
York: Springer-Verlag.  
Lopez, F. G., & Lent, R. W. (1992). Sources of mathematics self-efficacy  
in high school students.  Career Development Quarterly, 41, 3–12. 
Retrieved from http://search.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.bu.edu/ 
login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=9605213034&site=bsi-live 
Margolis, H., & McCabe, P. P. (2006). Improving self-efficacy and  
motivation: What to do, what to say. Intervention in School and 
Clinic, 41, 218–227. doi: 10.1177/10534512060410040401 
Matsui, T., Matsui, K., & Ohnishi, R. (1990). Mechanisms underlying  
math self-efficacy learning of college students. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 37, 223–238. doi:10.1016/0001-8791(90)90042-Z 
McArthur, L. Z., & Eisen, S. V. (1976). Achievements of male and female  
storybook characters as determinants of human behavior by boys 
and girls. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 33, 467–
473. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.33.4.467 
McCormick, J., & McPherson, G. (2003). The role of self-efficacy in a  
musical performance examination: An exploratory structural 





McGrath, C. E., Hendricks, K. S., & Smith, T. D. (in press). Performance  
   
anxiety solutions. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.   
 
McNulty, C. P., & Fox, K. P. (2010). Teacher drop-outs? Empowering  
induction-year teachers to create affable environments to enhance 
retention. Childhood Education, 86, 312–315. doi: 
10.1080/00094056.2010.10521415 
McPherson, G. E., & McCormick, J. (2000). The contribution of  
 motivational factors to instrumental performance in a music  
 examination. Research Studies in Music Education, 15, 31–39. doi: 
10.1177/1321103X0001500105 
McPherson, G. E., & McCormick, J. (2006). Self-efficacy and music  
performance. Psychology of Music, 34, 322–336. doi: 
10.1177/0305735606064841 
McPherson, G. E., & Hendricks, K. S. (2010). Students’ motivation to  
study music: The United States of America. Research Studies in 
Music Education, 32, 201–213. doi: 10.1177/1321103X10384200 
Morris, D. B, & Usher, E. L. (2011). Developing teaching self-efficacy in  
research institutions: A study of award-winning professors. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36, 232–245. doi: 
10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.10.005 
Morrison, S. J., Montemayor, M., & Wiltshire, E. S. (2004). The effect of a  
recorded model on band students' performance self-evaluations, 
  
178 
achievement, and attitude. Journal of Research in Music Education, 
52, 116–129. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345434 
National Coalition for Core Arts Standards. (2014). Core Music  
Standards. National Association for Music Education, 
http://www.nafme.org/my-classroom/standards 
Nielsen, S. G. (2004). Strategies and self-efficacy beliefs in instrumental  
and vocal individual practice: A study of students in higher music 
education. Psychology of Music, 32, 418–431. doi: 
10.1177/0305735604046099 
Nieto, S. (2009). How teachers learn: From surviving to thriving. 
Educational Leadership, 66, 8–13. Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.bu.edu/login.aspx?direct=tr
ue&db=aph&AN=37007613&site=ehost-live&scope=site 
O’Neill, S., & Stephenson, J. (2012). Exploring Australian pre-service  
teachers sense of efficacy, its sources, and some possible 
influences. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28, 535–545. doi: 
10.1016/j.tate.2012.01.008 
Orcher, L. T. (2005). Conducting research: Social and behavioral science  
methods. California: Pyrczak Publishing. 
Osborne, M. S., & Kenny, D. T. (2005). Development and validation of a  
music performance anxiety inventory for gifted adolescent 
  
179 
musicians. Journal for Anxiety Disorders, 19, 725–751.  
doi:10.1016/j.janxdis.2004.09.002 
Pajares, F. (2006). Self-efficacy during childhood and adolescence. In F.  
Pajares & T. Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy of adolescents (pp. 339–
367). Greenwich: CT: Information Age.  
Pajares, F., Johnson, M. J., & Usher, E. L. (2007). Sources of writing self- 
efficacy beliefs of elementary, middle, and high school students. 
Research in the Teaching of English, 42, 104–120. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/40171749 
Pajares, F., & Urdan, T. (Eds.). (2006). Adolescence and education: Vol. 5.  
Self- efficacy beliefs of adolescents. Greenwich, CT: Information 
Age. 
Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (1999). Grade level and gender differences in  
the writing self-beliefs of middle school students. Contemporary 
Educational Psychology, 24, 390–405. doi: 
10.1006/ceps.1998.0995 
Pastorelli, C., Caprara, G. V., Barbaranelli, C., Rola, J., Rozsa, S., &  
Bandura, A. (2001). Structure of children’s perceived self-efficacy: 
A cross-national study. European Journal of Psychological 
Assessment, 17, 87–97. doi: 10.1027//1015-5759.17.2.87 
Pianta, R. C., La Paro, K. M., & Hamre, B. K. (2008). Classroom  
 
 Assessment Scoring System (CLASS). Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes. 
  
180 
Randles, C. (2011). “What is a good musician?” An analysis of student  
beliefs. Arts Education Policy Review, 112, 1–8. doi: 
10.1080/10632913.2010.490774 
Riley, R. W. (1998). Our teachers should be excellent, and they should  
look like America. Education and Urban Society, 31, 18–29. doi: 
10.1177/0013124598031001002 
Ritchie, L., & Williamon, A. (2011). Measuring distinct types of musical 
self-efficacy. Psychology of Music, 39, 328–344. doi: 
10.1177/0305735610374895 
Ritchie, L. & Williamon, A. (2013). Measuring musical self-regulation:  
Linking processes, skills, and beliefs. Journal of Education and 
Training Studies, 1, 106–117. doi:10.11114/jets.v1i1.81  
Rohwer, D., & Polk, J. (2006). Practice behaviors of eighth-grade  
instrumental musicians. Journal of Research in Music Education, 
54, 350–362. doi: 10.1177/002242940605400407 
Saunders, T. C., & Holahan, J. M. (1997). Criteria-specific rating scales  
in the evaluation of high school instrumental performance. Journal 
of Research in Music Education, 45, 259–272. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org.ezproxy.bu.edu/stable/3345585 
Schmitt, M. C. J. (1979). Development and validation of a measure of self- 
esteem of musical ability (Doctoral dissertation). University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Retrieved from ProQuest 
  
181 
Dissertations & Theses: Full Text (8009164). 
Schunk, D. H. (1984). Sequential attributional feedback and children’s  
achievement behaviors. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 
1159–1169. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.76.6.1159 
Schunk, D. H., & Pajares, F. (2005). Competence beliefs in academic  
functioning. In A. J. Elliot & C. Dweck (Eds.), Handbook of 
competence and motivation (pp. 85–104). New York: Guilford Press. 
Smith, T. M., & Ingersoll, R. M. (2004). What are the effects of induction  
and mentoring on beginning teacher turnover? American 
Educational Research Journal, 41, 681–714. doi: 
10.3102/00028312041003681 
Sparks, G. E. (1990). The effect of self-evaluation on musical  
achievement, attentiveness, and attitudes of elementary school 
instrumental students (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 
Dissertation Abstracts International. (51-09A, 3009) 
Stronge, J. H., Ward, T. J., & Grant, L. W. (2011). What makes good  
teachers good? A cross-case analysis of the connection between 
teacher effectiveness and student achievement. Journal of Teacher 
Education, 62, 339–355. doi: 10.1177/0022487111404241 
Tanriseven, I. (2012). Primary school teachers’ and teacher candidates’  
sense of efficacy. Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, 47, 
1479–1484. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.06.846 
  
182 
Tschannen-Moran, M. (n.d.) Megan Tschannen-Moran’s Website.  
Tschannen-Moran, M. & Hoy, A. W. (2001). Teacher efficacy: Capturing  
an elusive construct. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17, 783–
805. doi:10.1016/S0742-051X(01)00036-1   
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Johnson, D. (2011). Exploring literacy teachers’  
self-efficacy beliefs: Potential sources at play. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 27, 751–761. doi: 10.1016/j.tate.2010.12.005 
Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2006). Sources of academic and self- 
regulatory efficacy beliefs of entering middle school students. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 31, 125–141. doi: 
10.1016/j.cedpsych.2005.03.002 
Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2008a). Self-efficacy for self-regulated  
learning: A validation study. Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, 68, 443–463. doi:10.1177/0013164407308475 
Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2008b). Sources of self-efficacy in school:  
Critical review of the literature and future directions. Review of 
Educational Research, 78, 751–796. doi: 
10.3102/0034654308321456 
Usher, E. L., & Pajares, F. (2009). Sources of self-efficacy in  
mathematics: A validation study. Contemporary Educational 




Vispoel, W. P. (1998). How American adolescents interpret success and  
failure in classroom music: Relationships among attributional 
beliefs, self-concept, and achievement. Psychology of Music, 26, 
26–45. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0305735698261004 
Watson, K. (2010). The effects of aural versus notated instructional  
materials on achievement and self-efficacy in jazz improvisation. 
Journal of Research in Music Education, 78, 751–796. doi: 
10.1177/0022429410377115 
Wehr-Flowers, E. L. (2007). An exploratory model of jazz self-efficacy and  
gender (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest 
Dissertations & Theses: Full Text. (AAT 3281418) 
Weitzman, L. J., Eifler, D., Hokada, E., & Ross, C. (1972). Sex-role  
socialization in picture books for preschool children. American 
Journal of Sociology, 77, 1125–1150. doi: 10.1086/225261 
West Virginia Department of Education. (2006). Retrieved from  
 http://wvde.state.wv.us/ 
Woolfolk Hoy, A., & Davis, H. A. (2006). Teacher self-efficacy and its  
influence on the achievement of adolescents. In F. Pajares & T. 
Urdan (Eds.), Self-efficacy beliefs of adolescents (p.p. 117–137). 
Connecticut: Information Age Publishing. 
Wolters, C. A., & Daugherty, S. G. (2007). Goal structures and teachers’  
sense of efficacy: Their relation and association to teaching 
  
184 
experience and academic level. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
99, 181–193. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.99.1.181  
Zajonc, R. B., & Markus, G. B. (1975). Birth order and intellectual  
development. Psychological Review, 82, 74–88. doi: 
10.1037/h0076229 
Zeldin, A. L., Britner, S. L., & Pajares, F. (2008). A comparative study of  
the self-efficacy beliefs of successful men and women in 
mathematics, science, and technology careers. Journal of Research 
in Science Teaching, 45, 1036–1058. doi: 10.1002/tea.20195 
Zelenak, M. S. (2010). Development and validation of the music  
performance self-efficacy scale. Music Education Research Journal, 
4, 31–42.  Retrieved from http://cmer.arts.usf.edu/content/ 
articlefiles/3122-MERI04pp31-43.pdf 
Zelenak, M. S. (2011a). Self-efficacy in music performance: Measuring the 
sources among secondary school music students (Doctoral 
dissertation). Retrieved from University of South Florida. (UMI 
#3466262) 
Zelenak, M. S. (2011b). Music Performance Self-Efficacy Scale. In Self- 
efficacy in music performance: Measuring the sources among 
secondary school music student (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved 




Zelenak, M. S. (2015). Measuring the sources of self-efficacy among  
secondary school music students. Journal of Research in Music 
Education, 62, 389–404. doi: 10.1177/0022429414555018 
Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Self-efficacy: An essential motive to learn.  






Ilse-Renee Moss Long is thrilled to be completing her life-long 
dream of earning a doctoral degree. Although born north of Detroit, 
Michigan in 1983, she has grown up in the beautiful mountains of West 
Virginia. During her childhood she was always involved in 4-H clubs, 
musical lessons, and church activities. As a high school student she 
joined the marching band, concert band, and show choir. Ilse earned her 
bachelor’s degree in music performance (voice) from the University of 
Charleston in West Virginia, Magna Cum Laude, and then went on to 
earn her master’s degree in music education from Boston University. 
During her college and graduate school years she performed in bands, 
symphonic choirs, and directed several children’s choir programs, both 
in Charleston and in Boston. Ilse is a member of the American Choral 
Directors Association and the National Association for Music Education, 
and her students enjoy participating in the honor choirs and 
competitions sponsored by those organizations.  
In 2013 Ilse had the honor and privilege of founding the West 
Virginia Treble Makers, a community-based children’s chorus in Putnam 
County, West Virginia. They are composed of students in third grade 
through high school who love to sing. They perform mainly in West 
Virginia, but have taken trips to Ohio and Pennsylvania to perform and 
compete. Ilse also teaches approximately 30 private piano and voice 
  
187 
lessons each week. The students range from kindergarten through senior 
citizens and perform a variety of classical, Broadway, folk, and popular 
music. Her philosophy of teaching stresses musical excellence, as well as 
the importance of making music fun. Her ultimate goal is to develop life-
long lovers of music, no matter what career path they may choose. 
Currently Ilse lives with her husband, Brenden Long, Esq., in the 
Charleston, West Virginia area. Together they enjoy volunteering with 4-
H clubs and their church. They also enjoy music, theater, and travel.  
Through her entire education Ilse has lived by two passages from 
the Holy Bible: 
2 Timothy 4:7–8 (KJV) 
I have fought a good fight, I have finished my course, I have kept the 
faith: Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown of righteousness, which 
the Lord, the righteous judge, shall give me at that day: and not to me 
only, but unto all them also that love his appearing. 
Philippians 4:13 (NKJV) 
I can do all things through Christ who strengthens me. 
 
Ilse can be reached at: 
 
Boston University College of Fine Arts 
855 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02215 
 
 
